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WEDNESDAY, MAY 25, 1960 
U.S. SenaTE, 


CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room 212, 
Senate Office Building. 
Present: Senators Russell (presiding), Thurmond, Smith, Bush, 


and Beall. 
Also present: Harry L. Wingate, Jr., chief clerk; Herbert S. Atkin- 


son, assistant chief clerk; William H. Dar den, and T. Edward Bras- 
well, of the committee staff. 

Chairman Russeti. The committee will come to order. 

The legislation we are considering today is H.R. 8186. 

(H.R. 8186 is as follows:) 


[H.R. 8186, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To amend titles 10 and 14, United States Code, with respect to reserve 
commissioned officers of the Armed Forces 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title 10, United States Code, is amended 
as follows: 

(1) Section 123(a) is amended to read as follows: 

‘(a) In time of war, or of national emergency declared by Congress, the 
President may suspend the operation of any provision of the following sections 
of this title with respect to any armed force: 281, 592, 1002, 1005, 1006, 1007, 
1374, 3217, 3218, 3219, 3220, 3352(a) (last sentence), 3353, 3354, 3359, 3360, 3362, 
3363, 3364, 3365, 3366, 3367, 3368, 3369, 3370, 3371, 3375, 3378, 3380, 3382, 3383, 
3384, 3385, 3386, 3388, 3389, 3390, 3391, 3392; 3393, 3494, 3571, 3819, 3820(c), 
3848, 3844, 3845, 3846, 3847, 3848, 3850, 3851, 3852, 3853, 3854 , 5414, 5457, 5458, 
5506, 5600, 5665, 5867, 5891, 5892, 5893, 5894, 5895, 5896, 5897, 5898, 5899, 5900, 
5901, 5902, 5903, 5904, 5905, 5906, 5907, 5908, 5909, 5910, 5911, 6289, 6391, 6397, 
6403, 6410, 8217, 8218, 8219, 8353, 8354, 8358, 8359, 8360, 8361, 8362, 8363, 8365, 
8366, 8367, 8368, 8370, 8371, 83872, 8373, 8374, 8375, 8376, 8377, 8378, 8379, 8380, 
8881, 8392, 8393, 8396, 8494, 8571, 8819, 8843, 8844, 8845, 8846, 8847, 8848, 8850, 
8851, 8852, and 8853. 

(2) Chapter 11 is amended— 

(A) by adding the following new section after section 280: 
“$281. Adjutants general and assistant adjutants general: reference to other 
officers of National Guard 

“In any case in which, under the laws of a State or Territory, Peurto Rico, the 
Canal Zone, or the District of Columbia, an officer of the National Guard of that 
jurisdiction, other than the adjutant general or an assistant adjutant general, 
normally performs the duties of that office, the reference in section 1002(c), 
8218, 3364, 3370(d), 33892, 3845, 3851, 3852, 8218, 8844, 8845, 8851, or 8852 of this 
title to the adjutant general or the assistant adjutant general shall be applied to 
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that officer instead of to the adjutant general or assisant adjutant genera].” . 
and : 


(B) by adding he following new item at the end of the analysis: 


“281. Adjutants general and assistant adjutants general: reference to other officers of 
National Guard.” 


(3) Chapter 51 is amended— 
(A) by striking out the figures “3849,” and ‘S8849,” in section 1006(e) ; 
(B) by amending section 1007 to read as follows: 


“§ 1007. Commissioned officers: retention in active status while assigned to 
Selective Service System or serving as United States property and 
fiscal officers 
“Notwithstanding chapters 337, 363, 573, 863, and 873 of this title, a reserve 
commissioned officer, other than a commissioned warrant officer, who is assigned 
to the Selective Service System or who is a property and fiscal officer appointed, 
designated, or detailed under section 708 of title 32, may be retained in an active 
Status in that assignment or position until he becomes 60 years of age.” 
(C) by striking out the following item from the analysis: 
“1007. Commissioned officers : 
System.” 

and inserting the following new item in place thereof : 

“1007. Commissioned officers: retention in active status while assigned to Selective Service 
System or serving as United States property and fiscal officers.” 

(4) Section 1374(a) is amended by striking out the words “is found to be in- 
eapacitated for service because of a physical disability and is transferred to the 
Retired Reserve”, and inserting the following in place thereof: “is transferred 
to the Retired Reserve, except under section 1002 of this title’. 

(5) Section 3212 is amended— 

(A) by inserting the figure “3383,” after the figure “3366,” ; 

(B) by inserting the words “and to the extent necessary to allow the 
appointment of reserve officers to fill prescribed mobilization or active duty 
requirements” before the period at the end of the first sentence; and 

(C) by inserting the words “or not to fill one of those requirements” after 
the word “sections” in the second sentence. 

(6) Section 3218 is amended by striking out the words ‘and those serving in 
the National Guard Bureau”, and inserting the following in place thereof : “those 
serving in the National Guard Bureau, and those promoted under section 3389 
of this title,”. 

(7) The last sentence 3352(a) is amended by striking out the word “regular” 
aind inserting the words “temporary, regular,” in place thereof. 

(8) Section 3353(a) is amended by striking out the words “and is not already 
a commissioned officer of an armed force”. 

(9) Section 3359 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the word “Based” at the beginning thereof and in- 
serting the designation “(a)” and the words “Except as provided in subsec- 
tion (b), based” in place thereof ; and 

(B) by adding the following new subsection at the end thereof: 

“(b) A person who has served on active duty (other than for training) in 
any grade higher than the reserve grade in which he may be appointed under 
subsection (a) may be originally appointed as a reserve officer of the Army ina 
reserve grade equal to that higher grade.” 

(10) Section 3364 is amended by adding the following new subsections at the 
end thereof: 

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, a reserve commis- 
sioned officer who has been in an inactive status may not be considered for pro- 
motion until at least one year after the date on which he is returned to an active 
status.” 

“(f) An officer of an Army Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit may 
decline a promotion under section 3366 or 3367 of this title if the Secretary of 
the Army, or an officer designated by him, approves that action as being in the 
best interests of the Army. 

“(g) An officer of the Army National Guard of the United States may decline 
a promotion under section 3366 or 3367 of this title if the governor or other 
appropriate authority of the State or Territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or 
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the commanding general of the District of Columbia National Guard, whichever 
js concerned, approves that action. 

“(h) If an officer declines a promotion under subsection (f) or (g), his name 
shall be retained on the appropriate promotion list for a period of not more than 
three years from the date he was selected for promotion to the grade concerned 
unless— 

“(1) in the case of an officer of the Army Reserve, he is appointed to that 
grade or his name is removed from the list under another provision of law; 
and 

“(2) in the case of an officer of the Army National Guard of the United 
States, he is appointed to the next higher grade to fill a vacancy in the 
Army National Guard and is federally recognized in that grade or his 
name is removed from the list under another provision of law. 

“(i) At the end of the three-year period described in subsection (h), or at 
any earlier time if he requests the promotion, an officer of the Army Reserve 
whose name is retained on the promotion list under that subsection, shall be 
promoted to the grade concerned and shall be transferred from his unit unless, 
upon his promotion, he fills a vacancy in that unit. 

“(j) At the end of the three-year period described in subsection (h), or at 
any earlier time if he requests the promotion, an officer of the Army National 
Guard of the United States whose name is retained on the promotion list under 
that subsection shall, effective as of the last day of that period or as of the date 
of his request, as the case may be, have his Federal recognition terminated, be 
transferred to the Army Reserve, and be promoted to the grade concerned. 
However, an officer may not be transferred and promoted under this subsection 
before the expiration of that three-year period unless the governor or other 
appropriate authority of the State, Teritory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or the 
commanding general of the National Guard of the District of Columbia, which- 
ever is concerned, approves that action.” 

(11) Section 3366 is amended— 

(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 


“§ 3366. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and 
majors; mandatory consideration” ; 


(B) by inserting the words “, while holding that grade,” before the 
words “has not been considered” in subsection (a) ; 
(C) by inserting the following new subsection after subsection (a): 

“(b) Without regard to vacancies, each officer of an Army Reserve unit or- 
ganized to serve as a unit, and each officer of the Army National Guard of the 
United States, who holds the reserve grade of first lieutenant, captain, or major 
and who has not been considered by a selection board under this section or sec- 
tion 3367 of this title, for promotion to the next higher reserve grade, shall be 
so considered far enough in advance of the date upon which he will complete 
the service prescribed in column 2 of the table in subsection (a) that, if recom- 
mended, he may be promoted effective on the date «cn which he will complete 
that service.” 

(D) by redesignating present subsections (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), and 
(g) as “(ec)”, “(ad)”, “(e)”, “(f)”, “(g)”, and “(h)”, respectively ; 
(E) by amending subsection (c), as redesignated, to read as follows: 

“(e) An officer recommended for promotion under this section may be pro- 
moted to fill a vacancy within the distribution of officers not assigned to units 
at any time. If not sooner promoted, he shall be promoted, effective as of the 
date on which he completes the service prescribed in column 2 of the table in 
subsection (a), without regard to vacancies. Each officer of the Army National 
Guard of the United States who is recommended by a selection board for promo- 
tion under this section, and who, before the date on which he would be promoted 
under this section, is appointed to the next higher grade to fill a vacancy in the 
Army National Guard and is federally recognized in that grade, shall be 
promoted to that reserve grade effective as of the date on which he is so recog- 
nized. If he is not so appointed to the next higher grade in the Army National 
Guard and federally recognized in that grade, he shall, effective as of the date 
of his promotion under this section, have his Federal recognition terminated 
and be transferred to the Army Reserve. Each officer of an Army Reserve unit 
organized to serve as a unit who is promoted under this section shall, effective 
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as of the date of that promotion, be transferred from his unit unless, upon his 
promotion, he fills a vacancy in that unit ;” and 
(F) by amending subsection (g), as redesignated, to read as follows: 

“(g) This section does not apply to the promotion to a grade above majop 
of reserve officers of the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Specialist Corps, or 
the Women’s Army Corps.” 

(12) Section 3367 is amended— 

(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 
“§ 3367. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, ang 
majors to fill vacancies.” ; 
(B) by amending subsections (a) and (b) to read as follows: 

“(a) Whenever the Secretary of the Army determines that, within the dis. 
tribution of officers not assigned to units, there are existing or anticipated ya- 
eancies in the reserve grade of captain, major, or lieutenant colonel, he may ¢on- 
vene a selection board to consider and recommend, for promotion to those 
grades, officers of the Army Reserve who are in an active status and who are 
not assigned to units organized to serve as units, reserve officers who are on 
active duty (other than for training), officers of any Army Reserve unit or 
ganized to serve as a unit, and officers of the Army National Guard of the United 
States. The Secretary shall prescribe for each zone of consideration list estab- 
lished under section 3364 of this title the minimum service, computed under 
section 3360(b) of this title, that gn officer of the appropriate branch must 
have to be placed on that list. He shall require that each officer who has the 
prescribed service completed under that section, who is in an active status, 
and who is not assigned to a unit organized to serve as a unit, be placed on 
that list. Officers of any Army Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit, and 
officers of the Army National Guard of the United States, who have the pre- 
scribed service computed under that section, shall also be placed on that list. 
The Secretary shall prescribe the number to be recommended for promotion 
from each list. 

“(b) Subject to section 3380 of this title, an officer recommended for promo- 
tion under this section may be promoted whenever there is a vacancy, but it is 
not mandatory that the authorized number be maintained in any grade. Each 
officer of the Army National Guard of the United States who is recommended by 
a selection board for promotion under this section and who, before the date on 
which he would be promoted under this section, is appointed in the next higher 
gtade to fill a vacancy in the Army National Guard and is federally recognized 
in that grade shall be promoted to that reserve grade effective as of the date on 
which he is so recognized. If he is not so appointed in the next higher grade 
in the Army National Guard and federally recognized in that grade, he shall, 
effective as of the date of the promotion under this section, have his Federal 
recognition terminated and be transferred to the Army Reserve. Each officer 
of an Army Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit who is promoted under 
this section shall, effective as of the date of that promotion, be transferred from 
his unit unless, upon his promotion, he fills a vacancy in that unit ;” and 

(C) by amending subsection (d) to read as follows: 

“(d) This section does not apply to the promotion to a grade above major 
of reserve officers of the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Specialist Corps, or 
the Women’s Army Corps.” 

(13) Section 3370 is amended— 

(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 
“§ 3370. Commissioned officers: promotion to field grade in certain cases”; 
(B) by amending subsections (a) and (b) to read as follows: 

“(a) Whenever the Secretary of the Army determines that, within the dis- 
tribution of officers not assigned to units, there are existing or anticipated 
vacancies in the reserve grade of— 

(1) lieutenant colonel in the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Spe- 

cialist Corps, or the Women’s Army Corps; 

(2) eolonel in any other branch; or 

**(3) eolonel in the Army Nurse Corps or Army Medical Specialist Corps; 
he may convene a selection board to consider and recommend, to fill those 
vacancies, reserve officers who are in an active status and who are not assigned 
to units organized to serve as units, subject to section 3390 of this title, reserve 
officers who are on active duty (other than for training), officers of any unit of 
the Army Reserve organized to serve as a unit, and officers of the Army Na- 
tional Guard of the United States. 


is 
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“(p) The Secretary shall prescribe for each zone of consideration list estab- 
lished under section 3364 of this title the amount of service computed under 
section 3360(b) of this title that an officer of the branch concerned must have 
to be placed on it for consideration under this section. So far as practi -able, 
the amount of service prescribed shall correspond to that which an officer of the 
Regular Army in the same branch must have for consideration for promotion to 
the same grade. The Secretary shall require that each officer who is in an active 
status, who is not assigned to a unit organized to serve as a unit, and who has 
the prescribed service computed under that section be placed on that list. Offi- 
cers of any unit of the Army Reserve organized to serve as a unit, and any 
officer of the Army National Guard of the United States, who have the prescribed 
service computed under that section, shall also be placed on that list.” ; and 

(C) by amending subsection (d) to read as follows: 

“(d) Subject to section 3380 of this title, an officer recommended for promo- 
tion under this section may be promoted whenever there is a vacancy, but it is 
not mandatory that the authorized number be maintained in any grade. Each 
officer of the Army National Guard of the United States who is recommended for 
promotion under this section and who, before the date on which he would be 
promoted under this section, is appointed in the next higher grade to fill a 
yacancy in the Army National Guard and is federally recognized in that grade 
shall be promoted to that reserve grade effective as of the date on which he is 
so recognized. If he is not so appointed in the next higher grade in the Army 
National Guard and federally recognized in that grade, he shall, effective as of 
the date of the promotion under this section, have his Federal recognition 
terminated and be transferred to the Army Reserve. An officer of the Army 
National Guard of the United States may decline a promotion under this section 
if the governor or other appropriate authority of the State, Territory, Puerto 
Rico, the Canal Zone, or the commanding general of the District of Columbia 
National Guard, whichever is concerned, approves that action. If an officer of 
the Army National Guard of the United States so declines a promotion, his 
name shall be removed from the recommended list. Each officer of an Army 
Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit who is promoted under this section 
shall, effective as of the date of that promotion, be transferred from his unit 
unless upon his promotion he fills a vacancy in that unit. An officer of a unit 
of the Army Reserve organized to serve as a unit may decline a promotion under 
this section if the Secretary of the Army, or an officer designated by him, ap- 
proves that action as being in the best interest of the Army.” 

(14) Section 3383 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the words “sections 3217 and 3219” in subsection (a) 
and inserting the words “section 3220” in place thereof ; and 

(B) by inserting the following new sentence after the first sentence of 
subsection (b): “Whenever the Secretary determines that a vacancy in a 
reserve grade below colonel is one that may be filled by an officer of the 
Women’s Army Corps, officers of that branch are eligible for consideration 
even though the vacancy is not allocated to that branch.” 

(15) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 3389 are each amended by striking 
out the words “and not above colonel’, 

(16) Section 3391 is amended to read as follows: 

“$3391. Commissioned officers: officers of Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical 
Specialist Corps, and Women’s Army Corps not to be promoted above 
certain grades 

“A reserve officer of the Army Nurse Corps or the Army Medical Specialist 
Corps may not be promoted to a reserve grade above colonel. A reserve officer 
of the Women’s Army Corps may not be promoted to a reserve grade above 
lieutenant colonel.” 

(17) The analysis of chapter 337 is amended by striking out the following 
items: 

“3366. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and majors not 

assigned to units; mandatory consideration. 

“3367. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and majors not 

assigned to units to fill vacancies. 
+ ok Ox os OK «€ * 


“3370. Commissioned officers: officers not assigned to units; promotion to field grade in 
certain cases.” 
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and inserting the following items in place thereof : 


“3366. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and majors; manda. 
tory consideration. 


“3367. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and majors to gy 
vacancies. 


* * * * = * 
“3370. Commissioned officers : promotion to field grade in certain cases.” 

18) Section 3494 is amended by adding the following new sentence at the 
end thereof: “However, a reserve commissioned officer who is selected for par. 
ticipation in a program under which he will be ordered to active duty for at 
least one academic year at a civilian school or college may, upon his request, 
be ordered to that duty in a temporary grade that is lower than his reserve 
grade, without affecting his reserve grade.” 

(19) Section 3571(a) (3) is amended to read as follows: 

“(3) for a reserve officer, preceds his date of entry on active duty by a period 
computed by adding— 

“(A) the years of service after June 30, 1955, while in his current reserye 
grade or in any higher reserve grade, that are credited to him under section 
1332 (a) (2) of this title; 

“(B) the days and months of any part of the year preceding his date of 
entry on active duty, while in his current reserve grade or in any higher 
reserve grade, that are not credited to him under clause (A), if, under reg- 
ulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Army, his service during 
that part of a year was satisfactory ; 

“(C) the periods of active service while in his current reserve grade or 
in any higher reserve grade, that are not credited to him under clause (A) 
or (B); 

“(D) the periods of service, while in his current reserve grade or in any 
higher reserve grade, that he has performed under section 502, 503, 504, or 
505 of title 32, and that are not credited to him under clause (A) or (B); 
and 


“(E) one day for each point for drill or equivalent instruction after June 
30, 1955, while in his current reserve grade or in any higher reserve grade, 
that is credited to him under section 1332(a) (2) (B) of this title and are not 
credited to him under clause (A) or (B).” 

(20) Sections 3841 and 3842 are repealed. 

(21) Section 3843(b) is amended by striking out the words “in an active 
status in a reserve grade below brigadier general” and inserting the words “in 
a reserve grade below brigadier general who is not a member of the Retired 
Reserve” in place thereof. ~ 

(22) Section 3844 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the words “in an active status in the reserve grade 
of major general and each officer in an active status in the reserve grade 
of brigadier general” and inserting the words “in the reserve grade of major 
general who is not a member of the Retired Reserve, and each officer in the 
reserve grade of brigadier general who is not a member of the Retired 
Reserve and” in place thereof; and 

(B) by inserting a comma before the word “shall’’. 

(23) Section 3847 is amended to read as follows: 


“§ 3847. Twenty-five years: officers below lieutenant colonel; Army Nurse 
Corps, Army Medical Specialist Corps, and Women’s Army Corps 
“Each officer in a reserve grade below lieutenant colonel who is assigned to 
the Army Nurse Corps, the Army Medical Specialist Corps, or the Women’s Army 
Corps, and who has not been recommended for promotion to the reserve grade 
of lieutenant colonel or has not remained in an active status since such a recom- 
mendation, shall, 30 days after he completes 25 years of service computed under 
section 3853 of this title— 


“(1) be transferred to the Retired Reserve, if he is qualified and applies 
therefor; or 


“(2) if he is not qualified or does not apply therefor, be discharged from 
his reserve appointment.” 
(24) Section 3848 is amended— 
(A) by amending subsection (a) to read as follows: 
“(a) Except as provided in section 3847 of this title, each officer in the reserve 
grade of first lieutenant, captain, major, or lieutenant colonel who is not a mem- 
ber of the Retired Reserve, and each officer in the reserve grade of major who 
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is assigned to the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Specialist Corps, or the 
Women’s Army Corps, who has been recommended for promotion to the reserve 
grade of lieutenant colonel who is not a member of the Retired Reserve, and 
who has remained in an active status since that recommendation, shall, 30 days 
after he completes 28 years of service computed under section 3853 of this title— 
“(1) be transferred to the Retired Reserve, if he is qualified and applies 
therefor ; or 
“(2) if he is not qualified or does not apply therefor, be discharged from 
his reserve appointment.” ; and 
(B) by adding the following new subsection at the end thereof: 

“(d) Notwithstanding subsection (a), an officer who is assigned to the Army 
Nurse Corps, the Army Medical Specialist Corps, or the Women’s Army Corps 
and who would otherwise be removed from an active status under subsection 
(a), may, in the discretion of the Secretary of the Army, be retained in an active 
status, but not later than 30 days after he completes 30 years of service com- 
puted under section 3853 of this title. 

(25) Section 3849 is repealed. 

(26) Section 3851(a) is amended— 

(A) by striking out the words “After July 1, 1960, each” and inserting 
the word “Each” in place thereof ; and 

(B) by striking out the words “in an active status in the reserve grade 
of colonel or brigadier general” and inserting the words “in the reserve 
grade of colonel or brigadier general who is not a member of the Retired 
Reserve or the adjutant general or assistant adjustant general of a State 
or Territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or the District of Columbia” in 
place thereof. 

(27) Section 3852 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the words “After July 1, 1960, each” and inserting 
the word “Each” in place thereof : and 

(B) by striking out the words “in an active status in the reserve grade 
of major general’ and inserting the words “in the reserve grade of major 
general who is not a member of the Retire Reserve or the adjutant general 
or assistant adjutant general of a State or Territory, Puerto Rico, the 
Canal Zone, or the District of Columbia” in place thereof. 

(28) The analysis of chapter 363 is amended by striking out the following 
items : 

“3841. Age 50: Army Nurse Corps or Army Medical Specialist Corps; reserve officers 
below major. 


“3842. Age 55: Army Nurse Corps or Army Medical Specialist Corps; reserve officers 
above captain. 


* * * ~ * * * 


“3847. Twenty-five years: Women’s Army Corps majors. 


~ * 7 * * * * 
“3849. Twenty-eight years: Women’s Army Corps lieutenant colonels.” 
and inserting the following item in place thereof : 


“3347. Twenty-five years: officers below lieutenant colonel; Army Nurse Corps, Army 
Medical Specialist Corps, and Women’s Army Corps.’’. 

(29) Section 5457(b) is amended by inserting the word “authorized” before 
the words “number of such officers”’. 

(30) Section 5458(a) is amended by striking out the figure “5” and inserting 
the figure “10” in place thereof. 

(31) Section 5458(b) is amended by inserting the word “authorized” before 
the words “number of such officers”. 

(32) Section 5505 is amended by adding the following new subsection at the 
end thereof : 

“(d) Any officer of the Naval Reserve or Marine Corps Reserve who is se- 
lected for participation in a personnel procurement program under which he will 
be ordered to active duty for at least one academic year at a civilian school or 
college may, upon his request, be ordered to that duty in a temporary grade 
that is lower than his permanent or temporary grade, without affecting his 
permanent or temporary grade.” 

(33) Section 5600(a) is amended by striking out the words “who is not 
already an officer in an armed force in a permanent grade above chief warrant 
officer, W-4,”’. 








8 RESERVE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT AMENDMENTS 


(34) Section 5899 is amended— 


(A) by adding the following new sentence at the end of subsection (a); 
“However, an officer in the grade of captain or commander is eligible for 
consideration for promotion when his running mate is eligible for considerg- 
tion for promotion. From among those eligible commanders who are junior 
to the junior officer in the promotion zone, the board may recommend for 
promotion to the grade of captain a number of officers that does not exceed 
5 percent of the total number of officers that the board is authorized to 
recommend for promotion, unless that number is less than one, in which 
case it may recommend one such officer.”, and 

(B) by adding the following new subsection at the end thereof: 

“(h) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, a reserve commis. 
sioned officer in a permanent grade above chief warrant officer, W-—4, who hag 
been in an inactive status may not be considered for promotion until at least 
one year after the date he is returned to an active status.” 

(35) Section 5902 is amended by adding the following new subsection at the 
end thereof : 

“(e) The promotion of an officer of the Naval Reserve or the Marine Corps 
Reserve who is under investigation or against whom proceedings of a court- 
martial or a board of officers are pending may be delayed by the Secretary of 
the Navy until the investigation or proceedings are completed. However, the 
promotion of an officer may not be delayed under this subsection for more than 
one year after the date he is selected for promotion unless the Secretary deter- 
mines that a further delay is necessary in the public interest.” 

(36) Section 5907 is amended by adding the following new sentence at the 
end thereof: “However, if an officer has not established his professional and 
moral qualifications, as prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy under section 
5867 of this title, within one year after the date on which the President 
approved the report of the selection board that recommended him for promotion, 
he is entitled to the pay and allowances of the grade to which promoted only 
from the date he is appointed in that grade.” 

(37) Section 6389(c) is amended by adding the following at the end thereof: 
“Notwithstanding the first sentence of this subsection, the Secretary may defer 
the retirement or discharge of such number of officers serving in the grade of 
lieutenant commanders as are necessary to maintain the authorized officer 
strength of the Ready Reserve, but the duration of such deferment for any indi- 
vidual officer may not be in excess of five years. Notwithstanding the first two 
sentences of this subsection, the Secretary may defer the retirement or dis- 
charge under this subsection of an officer serving in the permanent grade of 
lieutenant commander or above in the Naval Reserve or in the permanent grade 
of major or above in the Marine Corps Reserve for a period of time which does 
not exceed the amount of service in an active status which was credited to the 
officer at the time of his original appointment or thereafter under any provision 
of law, if the officer can complete at least 20 years of service as computed under 
section 1332 of this title during the period of such deferment.” 

(38) Section 6391(a) is amended by inserting the words “or on the inactive 
status list” after the words “active status”. 

(39) Section 8212 is amended— 

(A) by inserting the figures “8370 (a) or (c), 8372(b), 8874,” immedi- 
ately before the figure “8375”: 

(B) by inserting the following immediately before the period at the end 
of the first sentence: “, and to the extent necessary to allow the appointment 
of reserve officers to fill prescribed mobilization or active duty requirements” ; 
and 

(C) by inserting the words “or not to fill one of those requirements” after 
the word “sections” in the last sentence. 

(40) Section 8218 is amended by striking out the words ‘and those serving 
in the National Guard Bureau,”. 

(41) Section 8353(a) is amended by striking out the words “and is not already 
a commissioned officer of an armed force”. 

(42) Section 8361 is amended— 

(A) by inserting the word “reserve” before the word “grade” wherever it 
occurs in subsection (a) ; and 

(B) by adding the following new sentence at the end of the subsection 
(e): “Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, such a reserve 
commissioned officer may not be considered for promotion until at least one 
year after the date on which he is returned to an active status.” 
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(43) Section 8363 is amended— ' 

(A) by striking out the figure “8372” in subsection (c) and inserting the 
figures “8366, or 8372” in place thereof ; 

(B) by striking out the words ‘8379, or 8380 of this title or subsection 
(f)” in subsection (e) and inserting the words “or 8379 of this title or 
subsection (f) or (g)” in place thereof; and 

(C) by adding the following new subsection at the end thereof: 

“(¢) The promotion of a reserve commissioned officer who is under investiga- 
tion or against whom proceedings of a court-martial or board of officers are 
pending may be delayed until the investigation or proceedings are completed. 
However, a promotion may not be delayed under this subsection for more than 
one year after the date he is selected for promotion unless the Secretary of the 
Air Force determines that a further delay is necessary in the public interest.” 

(44) Section 8366 is amended— 

(A) by amending the last sentence of subsection (c) to read as follows: 
“However, if there is no vacancy in the Air National Guard in that grade 
on the date on which he must be promoted under subsection (d), he shall 
be retained in the Air National Guard in that grade for a period ending 90 
days after that date, or until a vacancy occurs in that grade, whichever is 
earlier. If no vacancy occurs during that period, he shall, on the last day 
of that period, have his Federal recognition terminated and be transferred 
to the Air Force Reserve.” ; 

(B) by striking out the words “federally recognized National Guard before 
June 15, 1933,” in subsection (e)(2) and inserting the words “National 
Guard” in place thereof; and 

(C) by amending subsection (f) to read as follows: 

“(f) This section does not apply to the promotion to a grade above major of 
any Air Force nurse or medical specialist or any female reserve officer who is 
not designated under section 8067 (a)-—(d) or (g)-—(i) of this title or appointed 
in the Air Force with a view to designation under that section.” 

(45) Section 8368 is amended— 

(A) by amending subsection (a) to read as follows: 

“(a) In this chapter, ‘deferred officer’ means any of the following officers who 
has been considered, for the first time under this chapter, by a selection board 
for promotion to the next grade higher than his current reserve grade but not 
recommended for that promotion, who has been examined for the first time for 
Federal recognition in the next grade higher than his current reserve grade, but 
found not qualified for that recognition, or who has been recommended or found 
qualified and declined that promotion: 

“(1) An officer in the reserve grade of first lieutenant or captain. 

“(2) An officer in the reserve grade of major, other than an Air Force 
nurse or medical specialist or a female officer who is not designated under 
section 8067 (a)-—(d) or (g)-(i) of this title or appointed in the Air Force 
with a view to designation under that section.” ; 

(B) by inserting the words “, or is recommended and declines the promo- 
tion” after the words “not recommended for promotion” in subsection (f) ; 
and 

(C) by inserting the words “, or is recommended or found qualified and 
declines the promotion” after the words “found qualified for federal rec- 
ognition” in subsection (g). 

(46) Section 8370 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the word “captain” in subsection (b) and inserting 
the word “major” in place thereof; and 

(B) by amending subsection (c) to read as follows: 

“(c) A reserve officer who is designated as an Air Force nurse or medic! 
specialist may be promoted to a reserve grade above major only to fill a vacancy 
in the number authorized by the Secretary for that category.” 

(47 Section 8372(b) is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Whenever the Secretary considers that the number of officers in the 
reserve grade of captain, major, lieutenant colonel, or colonel in— 

“(1) any unit of the Air Force Reserve that is in the Ready Reserve 
and is not on active duty or is on active duty for training; or 

““(2) the Air Force Reserve, in positions to be filled by officers with a 
mobilization assignment in the Ready Reserve; 


is or may become unbalanced, he may direct that a number specified by him 
be selected from officers of the Air Force Reserve who are in the Ready Reserve, 
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who are not on active duty or are on active duty for training, but who are de. 
termined to be specially qualified for, and available to fill, those vacancies 
Selection for promotion under this subsection shall be made under the procedures 
prescribed in the first two sentences of section 8367(c) of this title, but no 
officer may be selected for promotion under this subsection unless he is fully 
qualified for promotion to the grade concerned.” : 

(48) Section 8376 is amernded— 

(A) by striking out the words “, and who was promoted to that tem- 
porary grade under a general selection board procedure,” in subsection (a) - 

(B) by inserting the following before the period at the end of the firgt 
sentence of subsection (c): “or before applying for promotion under syb- 
Section (a)”; and 

(C) by amending the second sentence of subsection (c) to read as follows: 
“When he completes that amount of service and applies, or if, having com- 
pleted that amount of service before being released from active duty, he 
applies, an officer covered by this subsection shall be promoted to the next 
higher reserve grade, without regard to vacancies.” 

(49) Section 8377(b) is amended by striking out the words “, except as 
provided in sections 1005 and 1006 of this title, be transferred to the Retired 
Reserve, if he is qualified and applies therefor, or be discharged from his reserve 
appointment” and inserting the words “be treated in the manner provided for 
deferred officers in section 8846 of this title” in place thereof. 

(50) Section 8380 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the last sentence of subsection (b) and inserting the 
following in place thereof: “If he has completed the period of active duty 
(other than for training) that he is required by law or regulation to perform 
as a member of a reserve component and declines the temportary appoint- 
ment, he shall be released from active duty. If he has not completed that 
period of active duty, he shall be retained on active duty in the grade in 
which he was serving before the promotion and may not be released from 
active duty on his application until he completes the period of active duty he 
is so required by law or regulation to perform.” ; and 

(B) by repealing subsection (c). 

(51) Chapter 837 is amended— 

(A) by adding the following new section at the end thereof: 


“§ 8396. Officers promoted under section 8366 of this title: retention in unit 


“(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law except section 8843 or 
8844 of this title, an officer of any unit of the Air Force Reserve organized to 
serve as a unit, or an officer of the Air National Guard of the United States, 
who is promoted to the reserve grade of captain under section 8366 of this title, 
who, in the case of an officer of the Air National Guard, is federally recognized 
in the grade of captain, and for whom there is no vacancy in that grade in 
his unit, may be retained in that grade in his unit until he is promoted to the 
reserve grade of major. 

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law except section 8843 or 
8844 of this title, an officer of any unit of the Air Force Reserve organized to 
serve as a unit, or an officer of the Air National Guard of the United States— 

*“(1) who is promoted to the reserve grade of major under section 8366 
of this title: 
“(2) who, in the case of an officer of the Air National Guard, is federally 
recognized in the grade of major ; 
“(3) who is designated under section 8067 of this title: and 
“(4) for whom there is no vacancy in that grade in his unit; 
may be retained in that grade in his unit until he is promoted to the reserve 
grade of lieutenant colonel. 

“(e) An officer of the Air National Guard covered by this section may be 
federally recognized, and retained as provided in this section, in the grade of 
captain or major, as the case may be regardless of the existence of a vacancy 
in that grade, or in any higher grade, in his unit.” : and 

(B) by adding the following new item at the end of the analysis thereof: 
“8396. Officers promoted under section 8366 of this title: retention in unit.” 

(52) Section 8494 is amended by adding the following new sentence at the 
end thereof: “However, a reserve commissioned officer who is selected for 
participation in a program under which he will be ordered to active duty for 
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at least one academic year at a civilian school or college may, upon his request, 
pe ordered to that duty in a temporary grade that is lower than his reserve 
ade, without affecting his reserve grade.” 

(53) Section 8571(a) (3) is amended to read as follows: 

“(3) for a reserve officer, precedes his date of entry on active duty by 
a period computed by adding— 

“(A) the years of service after June 30, 1955, while in his current 
reserve grade or in any higher reserve grade, that are credited to 
him under section 1332(a) (2) of this title; 

“(B) the days and months of any part of the year preceding his 
date of enry on active duty, while in his current reserve grade or in 
any higher reserve grade, that are not credited to him under clause 
(A), if under regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Air 
Force, his service during that part of a year was satisfactory; 

“(C) the periods of active service, while in his current reserve grade 
or in any higher reserve grade, that are not credited to him under 
clause (A) or (B); 

“(D) the periods of service, while in his current reserve grade or 
in any higher reserve grade that he has performed under section 502, 
503, 504, or 505, of title 32, and that are not credited to him under 
clause (A) or (B) ; and 

“(E) one day for each point for drill or equivalent instruction after 
June 30, 1955, while in his current reserve grade or in any higher 
reserve grade, that is credited to him under section 1332(a)(2)(B) of 
this title and not credited to him under clause (A) or (B).” 

(54) Section 8819(a) is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) Except as provided by sections 1005 and 1006 of this title, each second 
lieutenant of the Air Force Reserve shall, if he is found not qualified for pro- 
motion before he completes three years of service, computed under section 8360 
of this title, in that grade be discharged from his reserve appointment within 90 
days after completing that service.” 

(55) Sections 8841 and 8842 are repealed. 

(56) Section 8844 is amended— 

(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 


“§ 8844. Age 62: reserve major generals, except those covered by section 8845 of 
this title”; and 
(B) by striking out the words “the Chief of the National Guard Bureau” 
and inserting the words “an officer covered by section 8845 of this title” 
in place thereof. 
(57) Section 8845 is amended— 
(A) by amending the eatchline to read as follows: 


“$ 8845. Age 64: Chief of National Guard Bureau; adjutants general”; and 


(B) by inserting the words “adjutant general of a State, or Territory, 
Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or the District of Columbia” after the words 
“National Guard Bureau”. 

(58) Section 8847 is amended to read as follows: 


“$ 8847. Twenty-five years: female reserve officers below lieutenant colonel, 
except those designated under section 8067 (a)—(d) or (g)-(i) of 
this title; Air Force nurses and medical specialists 

“(a) Each female commissioned officer, and each Air Force nurse or medical 
specialist, who is in an active status in a reserve grade below lieutenant colonet, 
except an officer whose name is on a recommended list for promotion to that 
reserve grade, shall, 30 days after he completes 25 years of service computed 
under section 8853 of this title— 

“(1) be transferred to the Retired Reserve, if he is qualified and applies 
therefore: or 

“(2) if he is not qualified or does not apply therefor, be discharged from 
his reserve appointment. 

“(b) This section does not apply to female commissioned officers who are des- 
ignated under section 8067 (a)—(d) or (g)-—(i) of this title.” 

(59) Section 8848 is amended to read as follows: 


“§ 8848. Twenty-eight years: reserve first lieutenants, captains, majors, and lieu- 
tenant colonels 

“(a) Each officer in an active status in the reserve grade of first lieutenant, 

captain, or major, except an officer covered by section 8847 of this title, and each 
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lieutenant colonel who is not on a recommended list for promotion to the reserye 
grade of colonel, shall, 30 days after he completes 28 years of service computed 
under section 8853 of this title— 
“(1) be transferred to the Retired Reserve if he is qualified and applies 
therefor; or 
“(2) if he is not qualified or does not apply therefor, be discharged from 
his reserve appointment. 

“(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), an Air Force nurse or medical specialist 
who is in the reserve grade of lieutenant colonel, or a female officer who igs not 
designated under section 8067 (a)—(d) or (g)—(i) of this title and who is in the 
reserve grade of lieutenant colonel, may, in the discretion of the Secretary of the 
Air Force, be retained in an active status if he would otherwise be removed from 
an active status under subsection (a). An officer may not be retained in an 
active status under this section later than 30 days after he completes 30 years of 
service computed under section 8853 of this title.” 

(60) Section 8849 is repealed. 

(61) Section 8851 is amended by striking out the words “After June 30, 1960,” 
and inserting the words “Except for the adjutant general or assistant adjutant 
general of a State or Territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or the District of 
Columbia,” in place thereof. 

(62) Section 8852(a) is amended by striking out the words “After June 30, 
1960,” and inserting the words “Except for the adjutant general or assistant 
adjutant general of a State or Territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or the 
District of Columbia,” in place thereof. 

(63) Section 8853(2) is amended by striking out the words “federally recog- 
nized National Guard before June 15, 1933,” and inserting the words “National 
Guard” in place thereof. 

(64) The analysis of chapter 863 is amended by striking out the following 
items: 

“8841. Age 50: female reserve nurses and medical specialists below major. 


“8842. Age 55: female reserve nurses and medical specialists above captain. 
x > * + + ~ 


~ 
“8844. Age 62: reserve major generals, except Chief of National Guard Bureau. 
“8845. Age 64: Chief of National Guard Bureau, 
* * » * * + . 


“8847. Twenty-five years: female reserve officers below lieutenant colonel, except those 
designated under section 8067,.of this title. 


“8849. Twenty-eight years: female reserve lieutenant colonels, except those designated 
under section 8067 of this title.” 


* * * * * * e 


and inserting the following items in place thereof : 


“8844. Age 62: reserve major generals, except those covered by section 8845 of this title. 
“8845. Age 64: Chief of National Guard Bureau ; adjutants general. 
cm * * * ~ * . 
“8847. Twenty-five years: female reserve officers below lieutenant colonel, except those 
designated under section 8067(a)—(d) or (g)—(i) of this title; Air Force nurses 


and medical specialists.’’. 
Sec. 2. Title 14, United States Code, is amended as follows: 
(1) Section 772 is amended to read as follows: 


“§ 772. Authorized number of officers 


“(a) The authorized number of officers in the Coast Guard Reserve in active 
status is 6,000. The actual number of Reserve officers in active status at any 
time shall not exceed these authorized numbers unless the Secretary shall 
determine that a greater number is necessary for planned mobilization require- 
ments, or unless such excess shall result directly from the operation of manda- 
tory provisions of this or other laws. 

“(b) The authorized number of officers of the Coast Guard Reserve in active 
status in each of the grades below the grade of rear admiral shall be a per- 
centage of the total authorized number of such officers in active status below the 
grade of rear admiral, and shall be 0.6 percent in the grade of captain, 6.0 per- 
cent in the grade of commander, 22.5 percent in the grade of lieutenant com- 
mander, 37 percent in the grade of lieutenant, and 33.9 percent in the combined 
grades of lieutenant (junior grade) and ensign, except that when the actual 
number of Coast Guard Reserve officers in an active status in any grade is less 
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than the number which is so authorized, the difference may be applied to in- 
crease the authorized number in any lower grade or grades. No Reserve officer 
shall be reduced in rank or grade solely because of a reduction in an authorized 
number provided in this subsection. The authorized number of Coast Guard 
Reserve Officers in an active status in the grade of rear admiral shall be two. 
“(c) The Secretary may determine the number of Reserve officers in each 
grade who may be promoted annually under the provisions of this subchapter. 
The number which shall be so determined for each grade shall be the number 
deemed to be necessary to provide equitable opportunity for promotion among 
succeeding groups of Reserve officers and an adequate continuing strength of 
Reserve officers in an active status, and shall not cause the number of Reserve 
officers in active status in any grade to exceed the number authorized in this 
section for that grade.” 
(2) Section 773 is amended by striking out the words “who holds no appoint- 
ment as a commissioned officer of the Armed Forces”. 
(3) Chapter 21 is amended by inserting the following new section after sec- 
tion 787 : 
“$787a. Excessive number; elimination from active status to provide a flow of 
promotion 
“(a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this title, whenever the Secre- 
tary shall determine it to be necessary to provide a steady flow of promotions 
or that there is an excessive number of Reserve officers in an active status in 
any grade who have at least 30 total years of service or at least 20 years of 
satisfactory Federal service under section 1332 of title 10, United States Code, 
he may convene a board which shall consider all such Reserve officers of that 
grade in an active status not on active duty who have that service. The Secre- 
tary shall direct the board to select and recommend by name a specified number 
of such officers for retention in an active status. 
“(b) The Secretary may in the case of an officer not recommended for reten- 
tion in an active status under subsection (a) of this section— 
“(1) Transfer the officer to the Retired Reserve if he is qualified and 
applies for transfer ; 
“(2) Transfer the officer to the Inactive Status List, if qualified; or 
“(3) Discharge the officer.” 
(4) The analysis of chapter 21 is amended by inserting the following new 
item between items 787 and 788: 


“787a. Excessive number; elimination from active status to provide a flow of promotion.” 


Sec. 3. That part of section 20 of the Act of September 2, 1958, Public Law 
85-861 (72 Stat. 1559) preceding the table therein is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 20. A reserve commissioned officer of the Army who on July 1, 1955, was 
in a reserve grade listed in the following table may not be promoted for the 
first time under any one of sections 3366, 3367, 3370, and 3371 of title 10, United 
States Code, until he completes the service prescribed for that grade by the 
following table:’’. 

Sec. 4. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, sections 3847, 3848, 
8851, 3852, 8847, 8848, 8851, and 8852 of title 10, United States Code, become 
effective on January 1, 1962, with respect to officers of Army Reserve and Air 
Force Reserve units organized to serve as a unit and officers of the Army Na- 
tional Guard of the United States (other than officers of the inactive Army 
National Guard) and Air National Guard of the United States (other than offi- 
cers of the inactive Air National Guard), and on July 1, 1960, with respect to 
all other reserve officers of the Army or the Air Force. 

(b) Section 21 of the Act of September 2, 1958, Public Law 85-861 (72 Stat. 
1560), is amended— 

(1) by striking out the words “July 2, 1960” wherever they appear here- 
in and inserting the words “January 1, 1962, with respect to officers of 
Army Reserve units organized to serve as a unit and officers of the Army Na- 
tional Guard of the United States, and July 2, 1960, with respect to all 
other reserve officers of the Army”, and 

(2) by adding the following new subsection at the end thereof : 

“(g) Subsection (a) and (b) of this section do not apply to any reserve officer 
of the Army who is a civilian employee of the Army National Guard.” 

Sec. 5. Section 22 of the Act of September 2, 1958, Public Law 85-861 (72 
Stat. 1560), is amended by striking out the words “and who was not a com- 
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missioned officer of an armed force” and inserting the words “, or who was 
transferred to a special branch of that corps in the lowest grade of that 
branch or corps” in place thereof. 

Sec. 6. Notwithstanding any other provision of law except section 1001 of 
title 10, United States Code, the discharge or transfer to the Retired Reserve 
(because of his age or length of service) of any reserve officer of the Army 
who— 


(1) was originally appointed as a reserve officer before the enactment 
of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954; and 
(2) but for the operation of section 3853(2) of title 10, United States 


Code, could have completed 20 years of service computed under section 
1332 of that title; 
is deferred until he completes that amount of service or until he becomes 60 
years of age, whichever is earlier. 

Sec. 7. A reserve officer who is designated as an Air Force nurse or medica] 
specialist, or a female reserve officer of the Air Force (other than an officer 
designated under section 8067 of title 10, United States Code), who, after June 
30, 1955, and before the enactment of this Act, received a temporary appoint- 
ment under section 8442 of that title, in a grade higher than his reserve grade 
may, if he applies within one year after the enactment of this Act, be pro- 
moted to a reserve grade equal to that temporary grade if he is otherwise 
eligible for promotion to that grade under section 8363(a) of that title. 

Sec. 8. Section 29(a) of the Act of August 10, 1956, chapter 1041, as amended 
(5 U.S.C. 30r), is amended by striking out the words “calendar year’ wherever 
they appear therein and inserting the words “fiscal year” in place thereof. 

-assed the House of Representatives July 27, 1959. 

Attest: 


RALPH R. ROBERTS, 
Clerk. 

Chairman Russeti. H.R. 8186 is known as the omnibus amend- 
ments to the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954. 

We are glad to welcome the witnesses from the Department. of De- 
fense, as well as from all of the other organizations who are interested 
in this bill and who will testify through their representatives. 

The 1954 act provided, for the first. time, a detailed statutory sys- 
tem for the promotion and elimination of Reserve officers for all of the 
armed services. When the measure was considered at that time, un- 
der the able sponsorship of Senator Smith, it was realized that further 
amendments might be required after a few years of operation. 

The pending bill contains well over 100 amendments to the 1954 
act, some of them being purely technical and some of them substan- 
tive. Generally speaking, the bill increases the promotion oppor- 
tunity of Army and Air Force Reserve officers by permitting promo- 
tions in excess of the authorized strength ceilings, under certain 
circumstances. 

In addition, some of the limitation provisions of the 1954 act. which 
otherwise become operative July 1, 1960, would be amended so it would 
permit certain types of officers to remain in an active Reserve status 
for a longer period of time. 

Also to be considered during these hearings is a separate legislative 
proposal submitted by the Air Force which would revise the statutory 
system for promoting reservists to Reserve general officer rank in 
the Air Force. 

We have at the desk the committee prints and an analysis of H.R. 
8186, as well as the new Air Force proposal. 

I believe the first departmental witness today will be the Honor- 
able Charles C. Finucane, Assistant Secretary of Defense, who will 
present the views of the Department of Defense. 


let 
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Have a seat, Mr. Secretary, and proceed to make such statement as 
you see fit. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES C. FINUCANE, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF DEFENSE (MANPOWER, PERSONNEL, AND RESERVE) ; 
ACCOMPANIED BY COL. L. D. SMITH AND LT. COL. V. H. DURRANCE 


Mr. Finucane. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you today as you 
begin your examination and consideration of H.R. 8186 which is 
designed to bring up to date the provisions of law pertaining to the 
promotion, precedence, constructive credit, distribution, retention, 
and elimination of officers of the Reserve components of the Armed 
Forces. As you know, the provisions of law which this bill proposes 
to amend were originally enacted as the Reserve Officer Personnel 
Act of 1954, commonly called ROPA. 

At the outset of these hearings I think it appropriate to call to 
mind the basic requirements which an adequate promotion system 
should meet. These requirements were well summed up in section 
216 of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952. To us this section 
of law is particularly significant as it expresses to us the clear intent 
and the will of Congress. At this time I should like to enumerate 
the cardinal principles in that provision : 

First, a promotion system shall be an equitable system for all active 
reservists. 

Second, it shall be similar to that for the Regulars. 

Third, it shall be based on mobilization requirements. 

Fourth, it shall provide qualified officers in each grade at ages 
suitable to their assignments. 

Fifth, it shall provide necessary forced attrition. 

We have found that ROPA met the requirements set forth in this 

rovision of law. The legislative amendments to ROPA which the 
Devartment of Defense submitted to the Congress during the 1st 
session of the 86th Congress were developed within that framework. 
We have also evaluated H.R. 8186 in the light of the principles which 
I have just enumerated. 

This bill contains a total of approximately 72 clauses and sections, 
a large number of which are technical in nature. Included in this 
total are a considerable number of substantive sections and clauses. 
Examples of these latter are those which have the effect of— 

1. Correcting an ambiguity with respect to the promotion of 
unit officers of the Reserve components of the Army. 

2. Authorizing the exceeding of grade ceilings to permit pro- 
motion of unit officers to fill unit vacancies in the Reserve com- 
ponents of the Air Force. 

3. Mandatory consideration of unit officers along with nonunit 
officers to fill nonunit vacancies in the Army and permit selected 
unit officers to decline promotion when in the best interest of the 
Army. 

4. Changing basis of distribution of the grades in the Naval 
Reserve, 

5. Increasing authorization of officers in general grade in the 
Marine Corps Reserve. 
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6. Increasing promotion opportunities for female officers jp 
the Army and the Air Force. 

The service witnesses who follow me are prepared to discuss those 
povisions which affect their respective services. 

This bill, while generally satisfactory to the Department of De- 
fense contains a number of provisions which are considered to be 
undesirable or unnecessary. In the interest of conserving time jn 
these hearings, the Department of Defense position on all of these 
matters has been presented in detail to your counsel. However, there 
is one provision in particular which we consider to be of such major 
importance as to warrant my discussion of it at this time. That pro- 
vision is section 4 of the bill which when coupled with certain sections 
of ROPA will delay until January 1, 1962, the removal from active 
status of unit officers of the Reserve components of the Army and 
the Air Force on the basis of length of service and time in grade, In 
enacting ROPA, it was the intent of Congress to provide uniform 
statutory provisions governing Reserve officers which would parallel 
to the maximum extent practicable the laws governing Regular officers 
and which would assure the ready availability of a vitalized Reserve 
Officer Corps in the event of mobilization. Accordingly, ROPA pro- 
vided that Reserve officers shall be removed from an active status 
upon completion of certain prescribed years of total service and/or 
time in grade. These maximum lengths of service and the time in- 
grade provision parallel those prescribed for Regular Army and 
Regular Air Force officers. Similarly the Reserve Officer Personnel 
Act which became effective on July 1, 1955, established a 5-year tran- 
sition period before these features would take full effect, as was pro- 
vided for the Regular establishments in the Officer Personnel Act 
of 1947. The Army and the Air Force have implemented the Reserve 
Officer Personnel Act in accordance with the expressed intent of 
Congress and in anticipation that it would be fully implemented in 
July 1960. I would like to make it clear that the Department of 
Defense has never proposed the postponement of the effective data 
for the implementation of these attritive features. 

These attritive provisions were provided to vitalize the office corps 
of the Reserve and to provide for an orderly and progressive system 
of promotion and elimination. These objective are considered sound 
and there is full agreement among all concerned that these attritive 
provisions are necessary for the purposes stated. 

Now, what would happen if we delay the implementation of these 

rovisions beyond the 5-year grace period currently authorized in the 
aw? 

The first effect would be to delay the removal from active status in 
the reserve of officers in the field grade and higher grades. 

Secondly, the delay would continue the current program of attrition 
based solely on maximum ages varying from 55 to 60 for officers in the 
grade of colonel or below resulting in the continued retention in units 
of these officers who are too old for effective utilization in time of mo- 
bilization. As written, ROPA provides that effective July 1, 1960, at- 
trition will be based primarily on length of service sndion time in 
grade rather than on age. When implemented most unit officers col- 
onel or below will be removed from active status by the time they reach 
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55 years of age. The significance of this factor is the impact that re- 
tention to higher ages W vould have on mobilization readiness. It is a 
known fact that many Reserve units mobilized during World War II 
spent ¢ sonsiderable time weeding out overage combat commanders and 
officers so that the units could be effectively led during the postmobili- 
zation training period and most importantly to be led in active com- 
bat. Most of us are of the opinion that we are not going to have as 
much time to get ready for any future emergency as we “had during 
World War IL. Our Ready Reserve units must be « capable of being 
mobilized immediately and taken into combat within the first 6 months 
of any future emergency and, as the years pass by, even this length of 
time may be further reduced. We, therefor e, ¢ cannot afford to retain 
in our units commanders of Army battle groups, battalions and com- 
panies or Air Force wings, groups: sand squadrons who are 55 to 60 y ears 
of age. These men, no m: atter how great they may be as leaders, sim- 
ply cannot stand the physical rigors of : active combat. 

The date of July 1, 1960, even 1 though it is in the middle of the calen- 
dar year, Was Ww isely : ¢ hosen by Congress for it is the end of the retire- 
ment year for the vast majority of our officers. It is also at the end of 

the fiscal year on which the Reserve programs are based. Many offi- 
cers knowing that the length of service attritive provisions of the Re- 
serve Officer Personnel Act would become effective on July 1, 1960, and 
recognizing that they did not have a chance to qualify for retirement 
because of this effective date, they chose to sever their affiliation with 
the Active Reserve. If we change the date now, this would be ex- 
tremely unfair to this group of officers. 

The Department of Defense feels that Congress acted wisely in 
adopting the same attritive provisions for the reserves that are ap- 
plicable to the Regular Establishment in the interest of vitalization 
and morale. 

It is also thought that the Congress acted wisely in providing that 
there would be a 5-year grace period before these attritive provisions 
would become effective; ‘the same period authorized for the Regular 
Establishment. This grace period which expires on July 1, 1960, has 
provided ample time to get ready to carry out these provisions and to 
select and train replacement personnelf or officers in positions of lead- 
ership who will be removed from active status because of these attri- 
tive features. Both the Army and the Air Force have based their per- 
sonnel plans on this July 1, 1960, date. The plans of the individual 
Reserve officers have been gov erned by this date for the past 5 years. 
The Department of Defense strongly opposes any postponement of this 
effective date for the implementation of these attritive features. 

Now I would like to say a few words on the promotion of Reserve 
officers to general and flag rank. A number of the members of this 
committee served as members of the Preparedness Investigating Sub- 
committee which studied this area of our Reserve officer promotion 
systems and reported its findings to us on September 21, 1959. In this 
report the Department of Defense and the military departments were 
requested to take cognizance of the issues raised in the report and be 
prepared to advise the subcommittee of any changes made by the mili- 
tary departments with respect to their Reserve promotion programs. 
In a letter of Febru: ry 18, 1960, the Department of Defense advised 
the subcommittee of the actions which had been taken or were pro- 
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posed by the military departments. Recently we received a second re- 
port on this subject prepared by the subcommittee on April 25, 1960, 
We are studying the recommendations contained in the latter report 
and we are taking appropriate action in connection therewith. The 
representatives of the military departments who will follow me are 
prepared to inform this committee of the actions which their depart- 
ments have taken in response to the two reports of the Preparedness 
Investigating Subcommittee. I wish to take this opportunity of ex- 
pressing the Department of Defense appreciation of the objective 
studies and reviews in this area conducted by this committee and the 
constructive criticisms and recommendations which have been made in 
the interest of improving our promotion systems pertaining to Reserve 
commissioned officers of the Armed Forces. 

I would like to say one thing more, and that is on the subject of uni- 
formity. We have constantly been aware of the requirement for uni- 
formity in procedural matters affecting our Reserve officers, but we 
found that there were two kinds of uniformity we had to consider. The 
first is uniformity between the administration of Reserve and Regular 
officers of the same service; and the second is uniformity between the 
administration of the Reserve officers of the several different services. 
It is felt that the achievement of the former type of uniformity should 
have priority over the latter. Furthermore, special procedures were 
sometimes found necessary because of the inherent differences in each 
armed service which result from variations in their mission, require- 
ments, structure and traditions. These differences which are quite evi- 
dent in the law as originally enacted are also reflected to a degree in 
the amendments we have proposed. Nevertheless, the requirement for 
an optimum degree of uniformity was one of the principles by which 
each proposal to amend ROPA has been evaluated. 

In closing I wish to recommend favorable consideration of this bill 
with modifications which the Department of Defense has recom- 
mended. The Department of Defense is convinced that the enactment 
of this bill so modified will provide for the better administration of 
our Reserve components which are an integral part of our Armed 
Forces. 

Chairman Russet. You state, Mr. Secretary, the various Assistant 
Secretaries will go into detail with their suggestions as to their re- 
spective Services, 

Mr. Frnucane. That they will, Senator. 

Chairman Russetu. One question I would like to ask you: The 
Department of Defense report concurs in the several provisions of the 
House bill which would permit promotions on a permanent basis in 
excess of the authorized grade ceiling. 

However, the Bureau of the Budget in a separate communication to 
the committee recommended only a 2-year period within which these 
ceilings could be exceeded, in the belief that procedures should be 
developed which would eventually bring down the number of high 
ranking officers within authorized strength. 

I would like to have your views with respect to the necessity of 
permanent authority to exceed these ceilings as provided in the House 
bill and concurred in by the Department of Defense report. 
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Mr. Finucane. Mr. Chairman, we concurred in the item without the 
2-year suggestion of the Bureau of the Budget, and I am not exactly 
positive of why the Bureau of the Budget requested only an enact- 
ment of 2 years. 

The Department, Senator, felt that the necessity to retain individ- 
uals in the service to meet. mobilization requirements and provide 
opportunity for those so serving to qualify for retirement with 20 
years satisfactory service, was an overriding factor. If we reduced 
the numbers of these officers within the present grade ceilings, during 
the next 2 years to create vacancies to permit promotion of unit 
officers, we would have to use board action to remove them artific ially 
tocomply with the requirement of the law without regard to mobiliza- 
tion requirements, or the equitable treatment of individual reservists. 

Chairman Russevt. Well, what I want to get to, Mr. Secretary get- 
ting it down to this very simple question is, does’ the Department of 
Defense disapprove of the suggestion of the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Finucane. We concurred with the amendment that was “put 
in the House, Senator, and of course it is not our position to disap- 
prove or disagree with the Bureau of the Budget, but as far as I am 
personally concerned, and the Department, we would like to have it 
the way it is presently in the bill. 

Chairman Rvssety. You prefer the language in the present bill 
rather than the suggestion of the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Finucane. Yes. 

Chairman Russreii. Senator Smith is the expert of this committee 
in matters affecting Reserve officers. 

Senator, we will be glad to hear any questions that you might have 
of the Secretary with ‘Tespect to the bill. We will rely very heavily 
on you when it comes to writing the bill. 

Senator Smirn. That is a very high compliment, coming from the 
chairman, who has so much know ledge of the military. 

Mr. Secretary, you speak of age at the bottom of page 4, and you 
say that you want to find some way to not have to use the 55- to 60- 
year-old people because of their inability to stand up physically. 

What about the policy of the services of selecting officers as old as 
60 and 62 for general and flag officer rank ? 

Mr. Frxucane. Senator Smith, we are speaking in this bill of this 
action of unit commanders who are, generally speaking, colonels or 
field grade officers. They would be different from the general officers. 
They “would be required to go into active combat generally with the 
troops and this applies only to the officers who are presently attached 
to units. 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Secretary, I am interested in your statement 
on page 6 with regard to ‘unifor mity. 

What about vetting some uniformity between the Regulars, such as 
eliminating the discrepancy between a rear admiral and a brigadier 
general ? 

Mr. Finucane. Senator Smith, we are starting now, and the Secre- 
tary signed within the last 2 or 3 days an order to attempt to reassess 
in light of the passing years since 1947, the promotion system of all 
three Departments, with an idea of seeing if we can’t make them more 
fair and applicable to the four services w ith some degree of uniformity. 
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I couldn’t promise what the results will be, but the report will be 
made to the Congress next year as a result of the study. 

Senator Smiru. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

That is all. 

Chairman Russeti. Senator Beall? 

Senator Braui. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russetz. If there are no further questions, we thank 
you, Mr. Secretary, and we will move on to the next witness, who I 
believe is the Under Secretary of the Army, Mr. Milton. 

We are glad to have you, Mr. Secretary, and you may proceed, 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUGH M. MILTON II, UNDER SECRETARY oF 
THE ARMY; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. JAMES J. GETTINGS, LT. Cor, 
THOMAS HOOPER, AND MAJ. KENNETH T. STEVENS 


Mr. Minron. Mr. Chairman, and Senator Smith, I do have a pre- 
pared statement, but in the interest of saving your time I would just 
like to put it in the record and hit three or four high spots. 

Chairman Rvussetx. Very well. 

(The full prepared statement of Mr. Milton is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, it is always a privilege and a 
pleasure to appear before this committee. I appreciate the opportunity to be 
here this morning, and to present for your consideration some suggested changes 
to the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954. The proposed changes will, we 
feel, equalize and bring up to date the provisions of that act, and will aline these 
provisions to some extent with the laws governing Regular officers. 

The tremendous success achieved by the Reserve components of the Army— 
the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve—in their attainment as a 
strong, well-prepared military force, with a correspondingly high degree of mobi- 
lization readiness, could not have been accomplished without the assistance 
given to the Department of the Army by this committee. The earnest and dili- 
gent endeavors of this committee in the initiation and development of this act, as 
well as the continuing interest the committee has shown in all of our problems, 
are sincerely appreciated by Secretary Brucker and me. 

The overall principles that were used in developing the amendments contained 
in this presentation have been ably stated by the Department of Defense repre- 
sentatives who have preceded me. I wholeheartedly agree with these principles. 

There are some features of this proposed legislation to which I should like to 
give particular attention at this time. 

After the enactment of ROPA, we found that our thinking as expressed in 
regulations was very much in line with the thinking of this committee when it 
developed the law. We have found that ROPA is basically a sound and workable 
law. It provides the reservist with a sound guide so that he can efficiently and 
effectively plan his Reserve career. We have had very few complaints from Re 
serve officers concerning the provisions of the law. 

In this light, Mr. Chairman, the Department of the Army is in complete agree- 
ment with the position taken by the Department of Defense to oppose the amend- 
ment which would, in effect, postpone until January 1, 1962, the attritive features 
based upon length of service and/or time in grade with respect to unit officers, 
and to that part which would also extend for a like period the maximum ages 
prescribed by law for the period July 2, 1955, to July 2, 1960 (sec. 4(a) and (b)). 
In addition to the reasons for opposition so competently given by the Depart- 
ment of Defense representatives, I would like to offer two more. These addi- 
tional reasons concern, pv marily, equitable treatment and consideration among 
officers, and are reason, which the Department of the Army feels worthy 
of careful consideration. In the not too distant past, the Department of the 
Army has released approximately 2,000 officers from active duty for the reason 
that they could not complete 20 years of service for title II retirement prior 
to reaching age 55. Although this program was a feature of vitalization within 
the Military Establishment, it was predicated upon the July 2, 1960, date as the 
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date of implementation of the attritive features. Even though the Department 
of the Army has not reviewed each individual file to determine which of tkese 
officers could have been retained if the date were postponed, it is believed that 
there would be a substantial number in this group. Any postponement would 
create gross inequities under these circumstances. 

In another area, the Department of the Army strongly believes that it would be 
unfair to permit a postponement of the attritive features of the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act for unit officers without giving equal opportunity and consideration 
for nonunit officers. We must bear in mind that the number of unit spaces is 
limited and their availability definitely affected by geographical location factors, 
particularly MOS or grade requirements, making it difficult if not impossible in 
some instances for officers to obtain unit assignments. Still, many of these non- 
unit officers are dedicated reservists who spend substantial amounts of time 
improving their military proficiency through attendance at schools, completion of 
extension courses, or working on individual projects assigned by Headquarters, 
USCONARC. The Department of the Army feels that here, too, there would be 
an inequity to eliminate these officers simply because they do not have a unit 
assignment. 

For all reasons stated, we are convinced that to delay the implementation of 
these features will create more problems of correspondingly greater magnitude 
than it would offer solutions. The Department of the Army feels that any delay 
would in many instances create adverse morale factors, particularly among 
junior officers, and could deter rather than enhance the mobilization readiness 
of some units. 

Since the enactment of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act, certain deficiencies 
have developed as you then predicted. With the guidance of the General Staff 
Committees on Army National Guard and Army Reserve Policy, and other 
interested agencies, the proposed amendments contained in H.R. 8186 have been 
evolved to correct these deficiencies. The amendments are designed to improve 
the law and to provide greater assistance in its implementation. The amend- 
ments will provide for more equitable treatment of Reserve officers ; for example, 
the amendments pertaining to Reserve nurses and other female officers will 
provide treatment similar to that given Regular officers. 

There is another area which I consider to be of considerable importance and 
which I would like to treat with you at this time. This amendment concerns 
the promotion system now in effect in the Army. As you know, we have two 
systems. First, officers who are assigned to units may be promoted upon com- 
pletion of prescribed time in grade to fill a unit vacancy in the next higher 
grade. Second, we have a system for the promotion of the nonunit officer. This 
system requires that he be considered for promotion upon completion of pre- 
scribed time in grade and, if found qualified, that he be promoted regardless 
of grade structure vacancies. Current experience shows that the unit officer 
may advance in grade slightly faster than the nonunit officer, because the pre- 
scribed time in grade for the unit officer is somewhat less than that prescribed 
for the nonunit officer. However, if there is no vacancy, the unit officer does 
not have an opportunity for advancement. In some instances the unit officer 
may not advance in grade as fast as his contemporary who is in a nonunit status 
because there is no vacancy for him. Accordingly, I strongly recommend the 
enactment of the authority contained in H.R. 8186 to consider these unit officers 
for promotion when they complete periods of service corresponding to that pre- 
scribed for the nonunit officer. Such authority would provide an opportunity 
for advancement for qualified unit officers in cases where there is no vacancy. 
Also it will prevent the development of situations where we would have officers 
in units who are considerably overage for the grade. 

Connected with this, there is an amendment to correct an erroneous cross- 
reference with respect to unit officer promotion. This correction would remove 
any doubt that, when there is a vacancy in a unit, and there is a qualified officer 
available for promotion to fill that vacancy, he may be promoted to fill that 
vacancy without regard to overall grade structure vacancies. 

In the statement given to this committee by the Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense (M. P. & R.), reference was made to the Report of the Preparedness In- 
vestigating Subcommittee of September 21, 1959, concerning Reserve promotion 
programs and the second report on the same subject dated April 25, 1960. In 
reference thereto, he indicated that representatives of the military departments 
would inform this committee of the actions which their departments have taken 
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in respect to these two reports. It is my pleasure at this time to render the data 
concerning the departments of the Army. 
Before that, however, I take pride in expressing for Secretary Brucker, my. 
self, and the Department of the Army the sincere appreciation and gratitude for 
the commendation the committee saw fit to bestow on the general officer par. 
ticipation program within the Reserve components of the Army. It is with 
pride that we note the committee’s statement that the Army’s program in hig 
respect might well be emulated by other services. I can assure this committee 
that every effort will be made to continue improvement of even this fine record, 
Under existing law there is authorization for 207 general officers, not in- 
cluding State adjutants general or assistant adjutants general. All of the 207 
general officer spaces are authorized TOE or TD positions. These are positions 
which, because of the magnitude of related responsibilities, require more par- 
ticipation than is ordinarly required of other Reserve officers. As the commit- 
tee has noted in its report, the general officers of the Reserve components of the 
Army consistently average a much higher degree of participation. There are 
one or two individual exceptions to this, and it is appropriate that cognizance 
should be taken of these cases. These instances concern Reserve general officers 
who, in their civilian capacities, occupy eminent governmental positions, the 
multitudinous duties of which preclude regular participation. However, despite 
such stringent demands, these general officers maintain an earned average of 


over the minimum 27 points required to remain in an active status. The Army 
is indeed proud of this program. 


In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I can assure you 
that the enactment of the amendments that I have mentioned, as well as the 
others contained in this bill, will serve to improve the Army title of ROPA by 
correcting certain deficiencies therein, and will provide for more equitable 
treatment of Reserve officers of the Army. 

Mr. Miron. First, I would like to express my appreciation to 
you for the many times that I have been privileged to come before 
you. I think this is about my seventh year and just about the oldest 
man who appears before you. 

I would also like to express appreciation to all of the Reserves for 
the fine assistance which you have given to us. 

I want to report, Mr. Chairman, that at the present time I think 
the Reserve components are in the finest shape I have ever seen them. 
I have been a National Guardsman and reservist since 1920 and never 
have I seen our Reserve components in the state of readiness that they 
are at the present time. 

If I had time to go back and show you our charts as to the combat 
readiness of our National Guard and the USAR, it would gratify 
you no end, and we are greatly appreciative of the fine support this 
committee has given to us. 

I would also like to say, Mr. Chairman, I think that you are aware 
that many, many times I have come over and talked to your staff to 
seek euidance i in this area probably more than any other area in Gov- 
ernment that I know of where there has been a rapprochement be- 
tween the legislative and executive that I think is par excellent. 

I would like to pay that tribute to your staff, because they have been 
very, very helpful. 

This Reserve Officer Personnel Act, referred to as the act of 1954, 
but I usually refer to it as 1955, because it become effective July 1955, 
had in it a provision for a 5-ye sar, somewhat discretionary period, 

I was one of the strongest advocates for that 5-year period, be- 

2use you did include it in the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, and we 
thonght that if a discretionary period was given to the Regulars, we 
ought to do the same thing for the reservists. 
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Therefore, I was very strong for the 5-year program. 

The major issue here is the extension of the effective date of the 
attractive features of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act, which be- 
comes effective July 1, 1960. 

First, we have had 5 years to get ready for this, and I think that 
we are read for it. 

I Sate support the statements made by Secretary Finucane 
that there should be no extension. There never is a time that you 
have a law effected that it doesn’t hurt someone. 

I would like to point out to this committee, if I may, and as you 
so well know, we have had a declining strength in the Army since 

1954, and during that period of time we have had to let a good many 
people out of the Active Army. 

We used the ROPA as a means of establishing a policy for eliminat- 
ing some of the officers from active duty. We pointed out to them 
that first, if they were in the Reserve come July 1, 1960, at a certain 
age, that ‘then they could continue until they got their 20 years for re- 
tirement under title 3 of Public Law 810. 

If perchance there is an extension of this time period beyond July 
1, 1960, I will have broken faith with about 2,000 officers. 

Secretary Finucane has already pointed out that in the Reserves 
themselves many officers did get out of the Reserves because they 
said come July 1, 1960, these ages are going to get me, so I just bet- 
ter get out now. 

If we extend the time, we are creating an inequity there. 

From the standpoint of those who we have eliminated from active 
duty as well as those reservists not on active duty who got out, we 
can do no more than plead with you to keep the date of July z 
1960. 

Chairman Russet. Do you know why that date was extended in 
the legislation, Mr, Secretary? What reason was given ¢ 

Mr. Min ae It is primarily due to the fact, and I was one of 
them, sir, I didn’t want to get out, and I think we would all like 
to hold on just as long as we can. But, Mr. Chairman, I will never 
go back into combat, ‘and I ought to step aside, and the whole idea 
of the Reserve Office Personnel Act was to give vitality to the Re- 
serves. 

My long experience has shown me that you cannot give vitality 
unless you | get the older people out. 

The ‘second point that I would like to mention in connection with 
this extension, is that it is limited to unit officers, and if we extend 
the time for unit officers, then what are we going to do with the non- 
unit officer, who is just as capable, but by reason of being, unfortunate- 
ly, not in a geographical position where he can command a unit, he 
has to abide by one law, and the other man abide by another law. 

The third point that I would like to mention in connection with 
this is that over the next 3-year period our figures show that we will 
get out about 1,832 unit officers under the attritive feature of ROPA 
applicable to July 1, 1960. 


We find a better pattern of attrition if we make them go out July 
1, 1960. 
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In other words, there will be some 46 percent of them go out in 
1961; about 23 percent in 1962; and some 31 percent will go out in 
1963. 

If you extend it 18 months, we get out 6 percent in 1961; 63 per. 
cent in 1962; and the rest some 31 percent in 1963. 

So we feel that the pattern is better by retaining the July 1, 1960, 
date. 

The fourth point is that as I gage the overall sentiment of the Re- 
serves, they want to get it as of July. 1, 1960. 

Taking the whole spectrum of the younger officer as well as the 
older officer, we feel very strongly in the Department, Mr. Chairman, 
that we ought to adhere to the July 1, 1960, date. 

You gave us 5 years to get ready for it. We think we are ready 
for it. W e don’t think there ever will be a good time for everyone, 
but we think July 1, 1960, is as good a time as any. 

It is inese apable that somewhere down the line we would have to 
take a look at the Reserve Officer Personnel Act. The history of the 
legislation will show that it was pointed out time and time again 
that. we were not legislating for all futurity, that there will be in- 
stances arising where we ought to bring Reserve promotions and per- 
sonnel policies in line with those of the Regular service. 

Now, there are two or three points which I would like to mention, 
if I may. One provision of this law puts the nurses in the Medical 
Corps on exactly the same level as those in the Regular Army with 
respect to promotion opportunities and elimination and we concur 
in that recommendation, because as you so well know, Mr. Chairman, 
they are in short supply. 

Another deficiency which has been noted in the law has been the 
difference in the promotion between the unit and the nonunit officer, 

The unit officer has been promoted when there was a vacancy. 
With regard to the nonunit officer, of course, we have a vast pool of 
unassigned officers which went up according to a certain schedule—3 
years for promotion to first lieutenant, 4 years promotion to captain, 
and 7 years promotion to major, and 7 years promotion to lieutenant 
colonel. These are the number of years of service for consideration 
for a promotion. 

In the overall, the promotion is a little more rapid in the unit of- 
ficers. We do find, some instances, that we are getting overage of- 
ficers in our units which we don’t think is desirable in the interest of 
combat effectiveness and what we would like to do is to bring those 
two along together so that the unit officer has to be considered for 
promotion at the same time the nonunit officer is considered for 
promotion. 

We have already raised the question, Mr. Chairman, about the over- 
ages in certain grades in the breakdown of the Reserve Officer Per- 
sonnel Act grade authorizations and the Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense has expressed our view. Weconcur in that. 

We would like to have a degree of flexibility. It was readily ae- 
cepted when the Reserve Officer Personnel Act was passed in 1954 
that we were going into this with a grade structure which did not 
conform to that in the law and we have worked at reducing it over 
the 5-year period, but we still do not have the grade structure as 
expressed in the law. But there are many, many facets in the ad- 
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ministration of personnel that makes it desirable to have some degree 
of flexibility, and we are afraid that the 2-year limitation as pro- 
posed by the Bureau of the Budget might work hardships. 

I might parenthetically add here that we fully realize that we were 
also going through a reorganization program and it may be said to 
the credit of your Reserve components, conforming this organization 
to the pentomic concepts, that it was done a year earlier than 
anticipated. 

We didn’t know what effect it would have on our officer personnel 
structure. Furthermore, we didn’t know what the attritive features 
of ROPA was going to do to the vast pool of officers and, further- 
more, we have put in more severe criteria for promotion for all grades 
in the Reserves. 

We are currently raising the military education requirement for 

romotion in the Reserves in order ot raise Reserve officer professional 
standards to that of the Active Army officer and for that reason, a 
grade structure I think has to have some degree of flexibility. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, if I may, and Secretary Finucane 
has already called this to your attention, the Preparedness Investigat- 
ing Subcommittee asked us to report to you on the vigilance with 
which we were pursuing this in connection with our promotions. 

We of the Army are very gratified with what the committee said 
about us and may I read just one sentence: 

The participation of Army general officers is most impressive. Only 3 of 117 
general officers have missed active duty for training in more than 1 year, a 
record the other services might emulate. 

While they said that about it, it also places graver responsibilities 
upon our shoulders to see that this is continued. We have 207 Re- 
serve general officers. We require of them a higher degree of per- 
formance and of participation than we do of the average by reason of 
the responsibilities. They all must be active reservists. They must 
all be up and coming or else they just don’t pass our board. 

I want to say to this committee that that is the policy to, if I might 
use a western expression, to ride herd on this, to the end we have 
always had the most effective reserve. 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Chairman Russetxi. You do have the administrative authorities, of 
course, to remove from an active status any officer that you consider 
too old for his grade and assignment in the Active Reserve? 

Mr. Mixton. Yes. 

Chairman Russetxt. You could do it administratively what the 
budget is seeking to achieve by this 2-year proposition. 

Mr. Mixton. I don’t know whether we could or not, Mr. Chairman. 
I don’t know whether I quite get your question, whether we could 
take a man 55 and take him out just because he is 55. I think the 
answer to that is “No,” because we’ve got the 20-year feature in there 
and you have the 18-year proviso, where, as of 18 years, unless we 
find a cause, we can’t take him out. 

Chairman Russe.u. I thought if a man was considered too old that 
that would be a cause. It seems to me it would be a cause. 

Mr. Miron. He would, if you are thinking in terms of an active 
man in a unit, he would pass over into a nonunit assignment. 
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Chairman Russetx. Into a nonunit assignment ? 

Mr. Mitton. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russetx. You do have a rather strict policy of retiring 
the people under Regular Establishment after 30 years of service. 

Mr. Minton. T hirty and five we usually call it. 

Chairman Russei.. Thirty and five‘ 

Mr. Minton. Which gives the length and service plus the time and 
grade. 

Chairman Rvussevy. Plus the time and grade? 

Mr. Miron. Yes; whichever one comes later. 

Chairman Russet. You've retired quite a few people from the 
Army, then, at the age of 53 under Regular Establishment. 

Mr. Miron. Even younger than that. We are retir ing them at 52 
and that was basic in our consideration of the Reserve Officers Per- 
sonnel Act because we were finding reserves who were staying on 
duty at 55, 56, and 57 when we were getting the Regulars out at. 52. 

Chairman Russety. You apply exactly ‘the same rules to the Re- 
serves that you do to the Regulars on retir ement ? 

Mr. Mirron. Well, if this law remains as it was originally written, 
it is 53 and 55 for colonels. 

Chairman Russet... There have been some suggestions that you pro- 
moted some Reserve officers out of their assignment to avoid retiring 
them, whereas you didn’t do that to the people under Regular Es- 

tablishment. 

Mr. Minron. We retired some? 

Chairman Russetu. No. 

Mr. Minton. We promoted some ? 

Chairman Russewu. Yes. 

Mr. Mixton. I’m not aware of that, Senator. 

Chairman Russetr. Well now, there are several little problems in 
this bill that is before us and we’d like to get your views on them. 
One of them is the provision to provide for retirement. under active 
duty law without active service in the grade of retirement. 

As I understand it, under the bill before us, under the 20-year active 
law relating to officers there is a situation where some of these officers 
will go out after 20 years of active service even though they never 
served a day on active duty in that particular grade in which they 
are being retired. 

There is a notation provided by the staff that relates to an Air Force 
officer, but I will ask the question of you which is an extreme case as, 
for example, where an active duty Air Force major was removed from 
active duty for cause, that he was allowed to retain his Reserve com- 
mission. He subsequently enlisted in the active Air Force and during 
his enlistment was promoted to lieutenant colonel in the Reserves. 

Now this officer would go out with retired pay of lieutenant colonel 
even though he never served on active duty under the active duty 
retirement law. ‘There are many other cases where the officer failed 
to achieve an active duty promotion, but achieved a higher Reserve 
grade. 

What would be your opinion of an amendment that in effect, would 
provide that any Regular or Reserve officer retired under the 20-year 
active duty law would be required to serve at least 30 days on active 
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duty in the higher grade in order to qualify for retirement in that 
higher grade; the amendment to prospective only, not to apply to 
those already retired. 

Mr. Mitron. Mr. Chairman, I am aware of that. I saw some such 

rovision as you suggested. My first reaction was to answer in the 
afirmative, but after I began to think about it I think that. this whole 
matter requires very detailed study. 

If we accepted that, per se, I think that we are violating one of our 
principles to which we have adhered and to which you have said to 
me you must insist upon and that is to bring the Reserve in every 
regard, up to the active standards and we accepted that in a broader 
perspective, we are saying that a Reserve promotion is not equivalent 
to an Active Army promotion which is a principle that worried me 
since I have seen it. 

I am fully aware of the type of problem that we have and I think 
that we have got to look into our retirement on Public Law 810 be- 
cause we have had two areas. We have had title 3 which covers Re- 
serve retirement, and we have title 2 which covers 20-year retirement. 

We never assumed that the twain would meet and come together 
and I think the time has come when we have to look at this and I 
think it is going to take a little time for us to study it because there 
are really many ramifications. 

Chairman Russeiy. Well, I wasn’t talking about any distinction 
between the Regular and Reserve, Mr. Secretary. 

My question asked you what you thought about the provision that 
any Regular or Reserve officer retired under the 20-year active duty 
law would be required to serve more than 30 days in the higher grade 
to qualify. I wasn’t making any distinction between the Regular and 
the Reserve that you undertook to make in your answer there. 

Are you opposed to making them serve 30 days either in the Regular 
or Reserve ? 

Mr. Minron. Oh, if you are talking about the Reserve or Regular, 


that is really a different matter. I thought you said they would have 
to serve on active duty. 


Chairman Russet. That is right. 

Mr. Mitron. For a period of 30 days. 

Chairman Russetn. That is right, whether he is a Regular or re- 
servist. That is the same thing, and applies equally to both the Re- 
serve and the Regular. 

Mr. Muton. May I discuss that a little bit because it worries me 
and I am not prejudiced. I am just trying to argue in my own 
mind. 

We could conceivably have a major with 20 years of service who has 
been promoted to lieutenant colonel in the Reserve and if we accepted 
that, this man would retire as a major; that is this man had never 
served on active duty as lieutenant colonel. He would retire as a 
major and be carried in the Retired Reserve asa major. Along be- 
side him would be a reservist who had never had any active duty other 
than his 15 days active duty for training and he is a lieutenant colonel. 
But now, on mobilization we call this man in, or rather we call him 
back as a major and he has had 20 years of very valuable experience 
and we would call the other man in as a lieutenant colonel and he 
hasn’t had half the experience the other man has had. 
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That is what I get into when I get into this problem. I realize 
we have a problem that we have to solve, but I think Senator Rusgel] 
it is one that we have to look into to improve, and furthermore, | 
can’t state an official position. By law, I am compelled to take it to 
the section 5 committee which is the statutory committee to advise 
the Secretary of the Army. 

Chairman Russet. Well, I don’t know that there is anything to 
prevent you from giving us your opinion of it and I would appreciate 
you doing that, if you did. 

Now there is another question that I would like to propound to you 
as to the validity of the provisions of law which provide that persons 
who are receiving retired pay under the 20-year active retirement law, 
but remain on Active Reserve status, receiving at the same time dril] 
pay and further Reserve promotions. Thereafter while drawing re- 
tired pay they ask for an increase in retired pay based on their 
promotion. 

Now this situation, of course, is the result of the fact there is no 
provision of law requiring that an officer receiving retired pay be 
transferred from active status to the Retired Reserve. 

I understand that the Air Force does not permit this as a matter of 
practice, but that the Army does. 

Do you see any reason why there should be a difference there? 

Mr. Minron. Mr. Chairman, this problem is a new one and thank 
goodness we are on it before it has reached any proportion to cause us 
great embarrassment. 

There is a difference. The Air Force placed a man on the retired 
list at the same time that he got his title to retirement. Our lawyers 
tell us we can’t do it and if you force me to a statement as to why, 
all I could say is that it is a difference in legal opinion. 

Chairman Russet. Is it a difference in law or a difference between 
lawyers? 

Mr. Minton. A difference between lawyers, sir. I feel pretty 
strongly about this issue. I do talk frankly with you because that is 
the only way I know how to talk. I do feel pretty strongly on this 
and what you are saying, a man comes off active duty and goes into 
the Reserves, he participates in the Reserves, he is promoted and then 
he comes back in and asks for a recomputation of his retired pay based 
on his higher grade. 

Personally, I just don’t like it. I think that is a solution that we 
are going to have to come up with, and again I go back to title 3 and 
title 2 of Public Law 810—we have considered them as two separate 
entities. 

We never realized that somewhere along the line the twain would 
come together, and our experience shows that they have come together, 
to the best of my knowledge, in only three instances. 

Chairman Russeuu. I understand that the Air Force requires that 
members of the Air Force Reserve consent to being placed in the 
Retired Reserve before being placed on the retired list with pay. 
That is their method of handling it. It may be a little difference in 
regulations as well as between lawyers. 

Now, another question, Mr. Secretary. The committee’s attention 
has been called to even more complicated problems which we at least 
should discuss while this bill is here before us. 
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This relates to one aspect of the law concerning retirement for 
physical disability. 

Stated in the simplest terms, the problem is this: An enlisted man 
serving on active duty and, at the same time, holding a Reserve com- 
mission, for example in the grade of captain, if he should be retired 
for physical disability he is retired in the grade of captain, even 
though he may never have served as much as 1 day on active duty 
as an officer. 

This peculiar situation adds to the present pressures, which are 
already great, to permit disability retirement in the services. These 
pressures result from the great tax advantage a man retired for physi- 
cal disability receives because, as you know, the receipts under the dis- 
ability retirement are tax-free and it makes a considerable difference. 

Have you given any thought to that ? 

Mr. Miron. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, we 
have numerous people who are serving in enlisted grades who hold 
Reserve commissions. 

In many instances they are reservists who enlisted in the Active 
Army and, therefore, they are under the law entitled to retirement 
in the highest grade held, in any component. 

Senator Busy. The question the chairman asked is if the man is 
in the Reserve as a captain, and let us say that he has never served as 
a captain and he is an enlisted man, would he retire as a captain ? 

Mr. Miron. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russeiu. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Busu. Does that sound like a good idea to you, Mr. Secre- 
tary ? 

Mr. Mixton. Well, we got some mighty good ones—mighty good 
ones. In fact, I have seen some enlisted men that I thought were 
excellent. 

Senator Busu. I am not questioning the fact that he might be a 
good captain in time of war and that he was needed in that capacity. 

I think the question was whether on retirement that he would 
retire as a captain, when he had never served as a captain. 

Chairman Russetu. I would like to get his comments on all phases 
of it. 

Senator Busu. That is the question I am asking; whether you think 
that is a good procedure. 

Mr. Mitton. The question would go back, Senator, as to whether 
you ought to exclude people on active duty from holding Reserve 
commissions. That really is what it is going back to because you 
could have in the Reserve structure a man who has never served a 
day on active duty, and be promoted from a second lieutenant on up 
toa colonel. 

When I say “active duty,” I am speaking of something in excess 
of 30 days, because we differentiate between active duty for training 
and active duty on the basis of 30 days. 

I was one of them. I came out of World War I as a second lieuten- 
ant, and between World War I and World War II, I was just a par- 
ticipating reservist. t 

I took my 15 days’ summer camps, and qualified as a lieutenant 
colonel. 


56486—60-——3 
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Now, of course, in those days you didn’t have the Public Law 819 
for retirement. Nobody ever thought of retirement, but had you had 
it, I would have been eligible under the law to retire as a lieutenant 
colonel. 

Senator Busu. That still isn’t the question. The question is, An 
enlisted man who does hold a rank in the Reserve as a captain, the 
question raised by Senator Russell is that the circumstances never 
permitted him to serve as a captain, but then on retirement, you say 
he should retire as a captain when, as a matter of fact, he never served 
as one. 

Mr. Minton. That is correct. 

We have stated this time and time again, that the active duty per- 
sonnel having Reserve commissions, and in our considered opinion is 
that they probably have more experience than the man out here who 
only gets his 15 days in his Reserve component. If one is entitled 
to it, I wonder if the other one isn’t? However, this is a big subject, 
with many ramifications. 

Chairman Russetx. Now, Mr. Secretary, the bill before us provides 
that the Army may exceed the overall authorization strength ceilings 
for each grade in order to make promotions based on vacancies within 
the unit. 

As presently drawn, this bill would permit promotion overages in 
any grade. What is your view of that? Do you think that it is de- 
sirable to permit overages in any grade? 

Mr. Mitton. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I think we need that. This does 
nothing to the overall situation. You have authorized us under the 
law to have 275,000 Reserve officers, some on active duty and some in 
the National Guard, some in the USAR. 

Our figures at the present time are 272,252, and so we have never 
exceeded the overall authorization. 

To keep the proper grade distribution is a very difficult problem, and 
I would like to have it controlled administratively rather than to have 
it rigidly set into law. 

Chairman Russetu. You do not think it is desirable to limit these 
overages to grades of colonel] and below ? 

Mr. Mitron. We have no intention of going over in any grade. 
But, nevertheless, to tie us down to a point where we couldn’t go over 
would restrict our personne] distribution. I would like to see it left 
as it is. 

Chairman Russexx. Well, the House provision ratifies and affirms 
what you have been doing. 

Mr. Miuron. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russi. It is designed to clarify any confusion as to 
whether your policy of making promotions which results in overages 
is legal or illegal. It makes it clear that you do have the right au- 
thority. 

Mr. Mitton. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Chairman Russexx. The bill authorizes the Army to make initial 
Reserve appointments in any grade to meet mobilization requirements, 
initial appointments in excess of the authorized strength ceilings in- 
cluded. 

Do you still think that that authority should be retained in all 
grades, including colonels and below ? 
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Mr. Mixton. Yes, sir; however, as pointed out before, the Army does 
not intend exceeding the authorized 5,500 colonels. 

Chairman Russetu. I understand the Air Ferce is willing to have 
this authority limited to not more than 300 appointments in any 1 
ear, but that the Army desires to have an unlimited number who may 
9 appointed in excess of requirements. Is there any reason for a 
different rule ? 

Mr. Miuron. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might discourse on that. 

Chairman Russetui. Yes; I want you to do that. 

Mr. Mitron. Let’s take your figure as against a flexible one. 

Chairman RussE.u. I realize that there are differences in the dif- 
ferent services, but insofar as we can, without impairing the efficiency 
of either one, we strive to bring about uniformity. 

If there is any reason for the difference, I would like to have you 
give it. 

Mr. Mitton. Really, what you are focusing upon is the nonspecialist 
group that are not authorized by law, but where the Secretary has 
discretionary authority. 

Always this committee, and the committees of the Congress have 
said to me, “Keep the door open for the enlisted man, the good enlisted 
man, who can be promoted and give him the means of being pro- 
moted.” ‘Thus we have always run the officer candidate school. We 
have always kept our eyes upon the warrant officer and enlisted man 
who was officer caliber. 

Now, that is what we are really talking about here, the direct ap- 
pointments by the Secretary of the Army when quality is displayed. 
The main procurement source of officers for the U.S. Army comes 
from our ROTC. We get about 13,500. They are junior officers from 
the ROTC, per year. But right now there is a movement in this 
country to do away with compulsory ROTC in our universities and, 
if this becomes too widespread, my oflicer procurement from ROTC 
is going down and I have to call upon this other resource to get the 
officers for the Army, and that is the reason why it ought to be left 
open. 

It only runs around a thousand a year from OCS and warrant offi- 
cers and enlisted men that we have appointed. 

I would rather, in the light of the uncertainty of all these factors, 
have flexibility there. 

Chairman Russety. I am interested in your comment about the 
threat of general abandonment of compulsory ROTC. I noticed 
where they are having a little commotion at one or two smaller schools 
about that, but has there been any threat of general cessation of the 
Reserve officer training in our colleges ¢ 

Mr. Minron. The issue goes to whether it shall be compulsory or 
whether it shall be elective. 

Chairman Russet. That is something we cannot. control here. 
That has to be controlled at the State level. 

Mr. Minton. That is right. But we in the Army feel that if we 
go too far away from the compulsory, the numbers and quality might 
suffer. 

Chairman Russexy. I don’t know about the quality. If a fellow 
was trained against his will, he is not going to make a very good 
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officer if he is that violently opposed to the ROTC. I would try to 
exclude him from a commission. 

Mr. Mitron. May I add this: 

I have found a lot of these youngsters don’t like to get into it at 
first, but after they have gotten into it and fired a rifle a few times, 
we find that we get a lot of highly motivated young men. I was one, 

Senator Smiru. It might interest you and the committee to know 
Mr. Chairman, that there is a petition being circulated at the Uni- 
versity of Maine to do away with the ROTC there. 

Senator Busu. By the students? 

Senator Smirn. Yes. 

Chairman Rvusseix. I said a while ago we had no authority over 
it. I think there might be some problem about a land-grant college 
abandoning the ROTC. It would have a definite effect on what it 
received from the Government, but they would have a right to do it 
if they wished, but they would lose all their rights under the Land- 
Grant Act. 

Senator Smrru. This petition was to take out the compulsory pro- 
vision of the ROTC. Might I ask a question there, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman Russetz. Surely. 

Senator Smrru. Mr. Secretary, what percentage of the ROTC stu- 
dents go through the graduation ? 

Mr. Miuron. I don’t have that figure. Let me see if I can go back 
to the MS-I and MS-II enrollment, which is about 130,000, I think. 

Senator Smirn. If you would supply it sometime it would be help- 
ful. Idon’t need it for this hearing, but I have been interested. 

Mr. Minton. I think I can say that our MS-I and MS-IT enroll- 
ment will run about 130,000, and we get out 13,500 to 15,500 per year. 

Senator Busx. Officers ? 

Mr. Mirron. But, of course, that 130,000 includes the 2 years com- 
pulsory in many other non-land-grant institutions, and we have al- 
ways felt in the Army that the training of the first 2 years was highly 
desirable because that is a tremendous experience for a noncommis- 
sioned officer if something happens. 

Chairman Russreii. The compulsory provision only applies for the 


first 2 years. They have an option they can abandon it after they 
have had 2 years. 


Mr. Muzton. Yes. 
(The following information was subsequently furnished :) 


May 26, 1960. 
Hon. MARGARET CHASE SMITH, 


U.S. Senate. 


DeaR SENATOR SMITH: In my appearance before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on May 25 I discussed briefly the Army ROTC program. At that 
time, you aSked me a question concerning the percentage of MS I(freshman) 
enrollments which receive a commission. In accordance with your request, I 
submit the following data. 
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Beginning enrollments progressing through commissions for school year 1959 
(fiscal year 1959) 
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1959: MS-IV (senior) 
Nore.—Graduates : 12,333 (19 percent of 65,794 MS-I enrollment). 


Beginning enrollments progressing through commissions for school year 1960 
(fiscal year 1960) 
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Nore.—Graduates: 12,110 (estimated) (17 percent of 69,774 MS-I 
enrollment). 

I have projected MS-I (freshman) enrollments, for the years involved, on 
through to graduation in order to portray the high attrition rate from the 
freshman year and to contrast enrollments in the basic course and the advanced 
course. The basic course, comprising MS-I and MS-II, is required at 168 of 
the 248 educational institutions sponsoring the Army ROTC. In contrast, the 
advanced course, eomprising MS-III and MS-IV, is elective. Further, it should 
be noted that MS-III (junior) enrollments are substantially less than MS—II 
enrollments. This sharp drop in enrollment is the result of the very rigid 
selective criteria between the basic and advanced ROTC courses, together with 
the imposition of budgetary and personnel space limitations, currently authorized 
by the Department of the Army. 

In addition, you will observe that the number of graduates is appreciably less 
than the number of MS-IV (seniors). This condition is brought about by stu- 
dents who have completed all their military requirements but who have not 
obtained their baccalaureate. This condition particularly applies at military 
junior colleges. 

Finally, in my discussions yesterday, from memory I inadvertently transposed 
the figures relating to MS-I and MS-—II enrollments. I wish to correct this 
figure to read 130,000 rather than 103,000. 

I sincerely hope that the foregoing data and commentary will be useful to you. 

Sincerely, 
HvueuH M. Mirton IT, 
Under Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Busy. Can I ask a question ? 

Chairman Russeuy. Surely. 

Senator Bus. Would you describe for my benefit the nature of 
this compulsion? What is the compulsion factor you speak of ? 

Mr. Mitron. Senator Bush, I will go back, if I may, to the Morrill 
Act of 1862 and the subsequent one of 1867, where the Federal Gov- 
ernment made land grants in the amount of 33,000 acres of land for 
every Representative in the Congress, such land to support institutions. 

It was written into the bill that those institutions would offer courses 
in military sel1ence, 

Most of the States, when they got these land grants, said, “This is a 
grant of land from the Federal Government and, therefore, we are 
going to compel the youngsters who go to our schools to take ROTC,” 
and many of them wrote into the State law and many of them left 
it to the regions entirely. 

The compulsory aspect, they don’t have to have ROTC, but when 
the ROTC Act came into being in 1920, most of the schools jumped 
on it and said, “This is a good way for us to satisfy the conditions of 
the Morrill Act,” and they said, “You must take 2 years,” and the 

’ . ’ r . ’ 
compulsory aspect only applies to the first 2 years. 
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Senator Busu. This does not apply to the probably endowed ingti- 
tutions such as the Ivy League colleges? 

Mr. Minton. Most of them. Maybe I shouldn’t say most of them 
but a certain percentage of them entered into an agreement with us 
that they would put an ROTC on their campus and they would require 
2 years of compulsory. 

Chairman Russevi. And there is a definite requirement as to the 
number they show maintained in the unit of ROTC before they can 
have it; whether compulsory or not, a certain number must participate 
or they can’t have Federal assistance. 

Mr. Mixron. We insist on 25 graduates a year as a minimum, 

Senator Busu. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Russet. Now, Mr. Secretary, getting back to the pro- 
visions of the bill, there is an act which would provide that unit officers 
of the Army Reserve and the Army National Guard would be subject 
to the mandatory promotion system now applicable only to nonunit 
officers of the Army Reserve. 

As I understand it, under this provision officers would be considered 
for advancement without regard to a unit vacancy at certain points of 
their career, based on total service and time and grade. 

The bill further contains language authorizing unit officers who are 
so promoted to decline their promotion up to a period of 3 years where 
there is no vacancy within the unit, with the further provision, with 
respect to Army Guard officers, and State government could prescribe 
a period of declamation up to 3 years. A number of National Guard 
officers, including adjutants of several States, have written letters 
urging that the mandatory provision not be applied to Army Guard 
officers for the reason that some units would lose good officers for 
whom no replacements are available. 

Would you give the committee the benefit of your views and ex- 
perience of that provision ? 

Mr. Mirton. Yes, sir. I believe in the mandatory provision. It 
seems to me that it prevents an older man staying there always. 

Now the 3-year provision I personally am certainly in accord with. 
In other words, we do have units in our National Guard where you 
don’t have a man to step right in. In other words, this man, let us 
say, he is a captain and he comes up for a promotion to major, and 
he is a good major and we want to promote him, but don’t have a 
captain to take his place, so under the 3-year provision we are giving 
him a chance I would say not to take it, but we don’t want him to 
stay more than 3 years. We think 3 years is enough to get some- 
body trained to take his place and we are in favor of it. 

I am also in favor of the 3 years and that is it. I just favor it. 

Chairman Russeit. What is your view on the provision that would 
authorize the Governor to exercise authority with respect to an officer 
declining a promotion ? 

Mr. Minron. Mr. Chairman, I can’t get too excited over that. 
There may be a little principle involved here that maybe the Secre- 
tary of the Army is relinquishing just a little bit to the Governor, 
but you are not talking about poor men. You are talking about men 
already tried and proven and the Governors are just as interested in 
keeping the guard up and so is the National Guard Bureau. 
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Personally, I would offer no objection to it, sir. 

Chairman Russeiy. Under the present law there is what is called 
the “age-25 rule.”Of course, you are familiar with that. 

Mr. Minton. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russetx. And one of the formulas for completing total 
years of service for elimination purposes. The effect of this rule, 
however, is that many persons will be eliminated without having the 
opportunity to complete the 20 years of satisfactory Reserve service 
necessary for Reserve retired pay at age 60. 

The House bill contains language somewhat tightly drawn which 
would permit persons adversely effected to remain on an active status, 
despite this rule, only if he has completed good retirement years in 
the past and completes the necessary service before the age of 60. 

As now drawn, the bill produces many hairline cases of reservists 
who may not come within the exemption. 

What is the view of the Department of Army with respect to an 
amendment broadening the House provision so that on a discretionary 
basis an officer who has been on active status since 1954 and could 
complete the necessary 20 years might be deferred to complete his 
entire service if he could doso by age 60? 

Mr. Miuron. I am in favor of it. We took these people in. They 
served us faithfully and well. We are really talking about technical 
people like doctors and that sort of thing. 

I think we would be breaking faith, having used them on a con- 
structive basis of age minus 25 and then to deny them the right to 
go on until age 60 to get their retirement in. It is provided for 
others and I think we ought to include it. 

Chairman Russet. You would favor an amendment to enable them 
to stay in until age 60? 

Mr. Minron. Yes. 

Chairman Russert. You have already discussed the attritive 
provision ¢ 

Mr. Mirron. Yes. 

Chairman Russe.u. Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smirn. I think the chairman, Mr. Secretary, has asked 
most of the questions I had in mind. Several points, however, I 
would like to have brought out. 

I might first say, Mr. Chairman, I think the questions you raised on 
retirement should be seriously considered by this committee. Based 
on experience it will undoubtedly be the committee that will have to 
initiate action on any of these matters. We all remember the legisla- 
tion that was adopted as a rider to the pay bill of 1958, which was 
necessary as a result of the Montgomery nomination. 

In that instance, we had the situation where an officer resigned 
from the Regular Air Force: was appointed as a Reserve officer and, 
as a matter of law, was able to receive full active-duty credit for re- 
tirement purposes without the necessity of completing any points. 

As you know, Mr. Secretary, ROPA does not require that a re- 
servist complete any particular number of promotion points to remain 
in an active status. 

As a matter of regulation, the Army and Navy require an officer 
to earn 12 points in the year immediately preceding selection, and in 
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the Air Force 13 points are required in the year immediately pre- 
ceding selection. 

Do you think that a reservist should be required to complete more 
than 12 points for promotion eligibility and do you think the rules 
should be uniform for all services ¢ 

Mr. Mirron. With regard to the later point, I can’t think of any 
reason why they shouldn’t be uniform as to the services. I would 
like to clarify that point. 

When you talk of the 27 points, those are the points that are re- 
quired to remain in Active Reserve status and any active reservist js 
eligible for consideration for promotion, but I will say that when he 
comes up before the promotion board the number of points he has js 
a very vital point in his consideration. 

Now you ask me whether I think that should be raised or not. 
That is pretty difficult to answer right off the cuff. May I weigh 
that a little bit ? 

Senator Smirn. I’d be very glad to have you do that. 

Mr. Minton. There may be some justification in bringing it to the 
attention of the section V committee. 

Senator Smiru. Will you supply an answer for the record ? 

Mr. Miron. Yes. 

(The information subsequently furnished is as follows:) 


Section 3360, title 10, United States Code, prescribes that to be eligible for 
consideration for promotion, a Reserve commissioned officer must be in an 
active status. In addition, section 1002, title 10, United States Code, states 
that to be retained in an active status, a Reserve commissioned officer must, in 
any applicable yearly period, attain the number of points prescribed by the 
Secretary concerned, with the approval of the Secretary of Defense. The Secre- 
tary may not prescribe a minimum of more than 50 points. The Army requires 
that a Reserve commissioned officer must be credited with 27 retirement points 
within the “year” for which retirement point credits are maintained in order 
to remain in an active status. These points include the 15 points granted for 
membership in an active status. 

The Department of the Army is of the view that the degree of participation 
in Reserve training activities as evidenced by the award of retirement point 
credits is an important factor in considering an indivdual for promotion. How- 
ever, the overriding consideration should be the individual’s professional, physi- 
eal, and moral capability to perfom the duties required of an officer of his branch 
in the next higher grade as evidenced by a careful examination of his official 
records by a duly constituted selection board. 

The Department of the Army, therefore, considers that current law in this 


respect is adequate. 

Senator Smiru. The bill contains very broad authority for the 
Army and Air Force to make an issue of Reserve appointments above 
the authorized ceilings. 

A number of people are fearful of possible abuse in this area. It 
is my understanding that in all of the services, even under present law, 
Reserve appointments are being given to former Regular officers who 
resigned for the principal purpose of meeting the qualifications for 
Reserve retirement at age 60. 

Can you assure this committee that this authority will be used 
strictly to appoint officers to fill specific mobilization shortages 

Mr. Mirron. Oh, I certainly can. I am not aware of any irregu- 
larity. I’m going to check that point, Senator Smith. 

Senator Smriru. And will you supply the information for the 
record ? 
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Mr. Minton. Yes. 

(The information subsequently furnished is as follows :) 

Department of the Army records disclose that for the period July 1, 1958, to 
April 30, 1960, a total of 477 former Regular Army officers were tendered U.S 
Army Reserve appointments. In order to permit the fulfillment of their military- 
service obligation under the Universal Military Training and Service Act, 384 of 
the above total number were tendered U.S. Army Reserve appointments, and the 
remaining 93 were tendered U.S. Army Reserve appointments in the interest of 
retaining military skills responsive to the requirements of mobilization. 

Senator Smrrn. Would the Army be agreeable to an amendment 
providing a detailed annual report to be submitted on the use of the 
appointment authority 

Mr. Minton. Oh certainly. I have always felt that I was bound to 
this committee and to the Congress. 

Senator Smirn. Of course, as it is now, Mr. Secretary, we don’t get 
much on this unless we dig into the individual cases after the nomina- 
tions come up. The only way we ever run across what we might think 
might be irregular would be by inquiry and it does seem to me there 
ought to be some way of sending this information up to the com- 
mittee so that the staff would have it. And the staff is a very good 
one. 

Mr. Mitton. They have been very helpful to me. 

Senator Smiru. And it seems to me they should have an opportu- 
nity to check the records without just having to run upon a record that 
is not right. 

Mr. Minton. May L ask you a question ? 

Senator Smirn. Yes. 

Mr. Minton. Are you asking that we submit a report to you on all 
our promotions annually in all grades? 

Senator Smiru. No, my reference to the report concerns those 
appointed under the special authority of the bill which permits 
appointments in excess of the authorized strength. Now that is the 
information that I would like. 

Mr. Miuron. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Smrrn. I think you answered this questién, but for the 
record I would like to ask it, Mr. Secretary 

The bill contains a number of provisions which would make the 
Reserve provisions relating to women officers parallel that already on 
the books as Regular officers. 

Mr. Miuron. We are in favor of that. 

Senator Smiru. From the viewpoint of the Army, does this bill 
contain all of the provisions necessary to insure an adequate Reserve 
from the promotion and elimination standpoints ? 

Mr. Minton. The answer to that is in the affirmative, Senator. 
However, I would like to say that to march down the road of time I 
am certain 3 or 4 years from now we are going to find something that 
we want to correct. 

Senator Smiru. Do you have any additional suggestions to make 
along these lines at this time? 

Mr. Mirron. No, Senator, except that I do endorse what you say 
about the retirement. I think we have to get into that. 

Senator Smrru. One more question, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Secretary, the age limitation by the Army on the Reserve 
brigadier general is 60 whereas in the Air Force, it is 55. Do you 
believe there should such a 5-year difference ¢ 

Mr. Mitron. I can’t think of any reason for making that. 

Senator Smrru. The information came through the Preparedness 
Investigating Subcommittee and you will find in the report of that 
committee that the Air Force said they were going down to the age 
of 55. 

Chairman Russetxt. That is for selection, isn’t it, Senator Smith? 

Senator Smiru. Yes, for selection. 

That is all I have at the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russet. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Bus. No questions. 

Chairman Russett. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. You are one of 
the best advised people with respect to personnel that we have and 
we are always glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Minton. It is always a privilege, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russert. The next witness is the Honorable Richard 


Jackson, Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Personnel and Reserve 
Forces. 


Have a seat, Mr. Secretary, and proceed, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD JACKSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (PERSONNEL RESERVE FORCES); 
ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN GREENBACKER, U.S. NAVY BUREAU OF 
PERSONNEL; COMDR. DAVID W. CANHAM, JR., U.S. NAVY BUREAU 
OF PERSONNEL; CAPT. RAYMOND C. GOSSOM, U.S. NAVY, OFFICE OF 
THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; MAJ. GEN. DONALD &. 
WELLER, U.S. MARINE CORPS; AND BRIG. GEN. W. T. FAIR- 
BOURNE, U.S. MARINE CORPS RESERVE DIVISION 


Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am grateful for the privilege of appearing before your committee 
with respect to the Navy and Marine Corps portions of these omni- 
bus amendments to the codified version of the Reserve Officer Person- 
nel Act. 

A considerable number of the amendments affecting the Navy and 
Marine Corps are designed to achieve uniformity of treatment among 
all the armed services. These include clauses 32, 33, 34(B), and 35. 
Although we are able to obtain substantially the same results admin- 
istratively at the present time, the Navy supports their enactment into 
law. 

To turn now to those which require specific explanation or com- 
ment, clauses 29 and 31 would change the computational basis for the 
permanent grade distribution for the Navy and Marine Corps from 
actual strength, which fluctuates, to authorized strength, which re- 
mains constant. Since there has been some confusion as to what these 
sections will accomplish, let me say that they will have no effect on 
actual promotion flow but will merely stabilize the rate at which per- 
manent appointments are issued. In way of further clarification, I 
would like to explain our interpretation of these sections which govern 
the grade distribution of active status Reserve officers. Section 5456 
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authorizes the number in each grade to be governed by mobilization 

uirements. Sections 5457 and 5458, which would be modified by 
clauses (29) and (31), a a percentage grade distribution, but 
for permanent grade only. It is the intent of the Navy and Marine 
Corps to be bound by sections 5457 and 5458, as actual rather than 
merely permanent grade limitations, except when a greater number 
is called for by mobilization requirements under authority of section 
5456. It is for this reason that we can support the proposed change 
for the Marine Corps only if the authorized officer strength is at the 
same time reduced from the present 29,500 to 24,500, which is more 
nearly in line with the probable maximum mobilization requirement. 
On the other hand, we consider the present authorized strength for 
Naval Reserve officers of 150,000 is an appropriate statutory ceiling in 
spite of the view of the Bureau of the Budget that it should be re- 
duced to about. 130,000. 

Clause 34(A) would provide for selections to captain and to rear 
admiral the same authority for below zone selections as is now per- 
mitted in active duty selections to those grades. This clause was 
added by the House Armed Services Committee over the Navy’s ob- 
jections, and we eat adhere to these objections. Although 
admittedly this clause would bring the Reserve promotion system for 
these two grades into conformity with the system provided for the 
Regular officers, it is considered that the distinction between the two is 
jusified in this particular instance to assure that officers are afforded 
the time required to gain the necessary qualifications for a higher 
grade and that, in addition, it is required to provide equality of treat- 
ment among the Reserve officers themselves. Unlike Reserve promo- 
tions in the other Services, those in the Navy and Marine Corps are 
geared to active duty promotions by the operation of the running 
mate system. ‘This system assures that Reserve officers are promoted 
from grade to grade after the same periods of time in grade as are 
served by Regular officers. Although a Reserve officer improves in 
maturity of judgment and outlook at a comparable rate, it is obvious 
that his opportunities of gaining naval experience to qualify for pro- 
motion are extremely limited compared to the officer on active duty. 
Since the criterion for selection for promotion is “those officers best 
qualified to assume upon mobilization of the Naval Reserve the duties 
appropriate to their classification in the grade for which recom- 
mended,” the inactive Reserve officer is being afforded opportunity 
for promotion proportionately sooner than the active duty officer 
when his lesser opportunities for training and service to the Navy are 
given appropriate consideration. 

Clause 36 is designed to restrict the entitlement to pay of an officer 
who delays overly long in completing his professional requirements 
after selection by restricting the grace period to 1 year. This would 
approximately parallel the situation for the Regular officer. The 
Bureau of the Budget questions the necessity of this section on the 
theory that all of the professional requirements should be completed 
prior to selection. We would agree that the eligibility rules for selec- 
tion should require completion of a percentage of requirements, and 
this is now established at 50 percent. But we do feel that the selec- 
tion board should not be precluded from considering the individual 
who has fallen behind temporarily. 
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Mr. Secretary, the age limitation by the Army on the Reserve 
brigadier general is 60 whereas in the Air Force, it is 55. 
believe there should such a 5-year difference ? 

Mr. Mixron. I can’t think of any reason for making that. 

Senator Smiru. The information came through the Preparedness 
Investigating Subcommittee and you will find in the report of that 
oes that the Air Force said they were going down to the age 
of 55. 

Chairman Russetu. That is for selection, isn’t it, Senator Smith? 

Senator Smiru. Yes, for selection. 

That is all I have at the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russeiu. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busn. No questions. 

Chairman Russert. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. You are one of 
the best advised people with respect to personnel that we have and 
we are always glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Minton. It is always a privilege, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russett. The next witness is the Honorable Richard 
: ackson, Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Personnel and Reserve 

orces. 


Have a seat, Mr. Secretary, and proceed, sir. 


Do you 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD JACKSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (PERSONNEL RESERVE FORCES); 
ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN GREENBACKER, U.S. NAVY BUREAU OF 
PERSONNEL; COMDR. DAVID W. CANHAM, JR., U.S. NAVY BUREAU 
OF PERSONNEL; CAPT. RAYMOND C. GOSSOM, U.S. NAVY, OFFICE OF 
THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; MAJ. GEN. DONALD ©. 
WELLER, U.S. MARINE CORPS; AND BRIG. GEN. W. T. FAIR- 
BOURNE, U.S. MARINE CORPS RESERVE DIVISION 


Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am grateful for the privilege of appearing before your committee 
with respect to the Navy and Marine Corps portions of these omni- 
bus amendments to the codified version of the Reserve Officer Person- 
nel Act. 

A considerable number of the amendments affecting the Navy and 
Marine Corps are designed to achieve uniformity of treatment among 
all the armed services. These include clauses 32, 33, 34(B), and 35. 
Although we are able to obtain substantially the same results admin- 
istratively at the present time, the Navy supports their enactment into 
law. 

To turn now to those which require specific explanation or com- 
ment, clauses 29 and 31 would change the computational basis for the 
permanent grade distribution for the Navy and Marine Corps from 
actual strength, which fluctuates, to authorized strength, which re- 
mains constant. Since there has been some confusion as to what these 
sections will accomplish, let me say that they will have no effect on 
actual promotion flow but will merely stabilize the rate at which per- 
manent appointments are issued. In way of further clarification, I 
would like to explain our interpretation of these sections which govern 
the grade distribution of active status Reserve officers. Section 5456 


auth 
requ 
clau 
for 
Cor 
mer 
is Ci 
AD 
for 
sam 
nea 
On 
Nw 
spl 
duc 
( 
ad 
mi 
ad 
ec 
a 


ve 


ut 


oe 


f 


a J el 


RESERVE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT AMENDMENTS 39 


authorizes the number in each grade to be governed by mobilization 
requirements. Sections 5457 and 5458, which would be modified by 
elauses (29) and (31), oo a percentage grade distribution, but 
for permanent grade only. It is the intent of the Navy and Marine 
Corps to be bound by sections 5457 and 5458, as actual rather than 
merely permanent grade limitations, except when a greater number 
is called for by mobilization requirements under authority of section 
5456. It is for this reason that we can support the proposed change 
for the Marine Corps only if the authorized officer strength is at the 
same time reduced from the present 29,500 to 24,500, which is more 
nearly in line with the probable maximum mobilization requirement. 
On the other hand, we consider the present authorized strength for 
Naval Reserve officers of 150,000 is an appropriate statutory ceiling in 
spite of the view of the Bureau of the Budget that it should be re- 
duced to about. 130,000. 

Clause 34(.A) would provide for selections to captain and to rear 
admiral the same authority for below zone selections as is now per- 
mitted in active duty selections to those grades. This clause was 
added by the House Armed Services Committee over the Navy’s ob- 
jections, and we pis alg adhere to these objections. Although 
admittedly this clause would bring the Reserve promotion system for 
these two grades into conformity with the system provided for the 
Regular officers, it is considered that the distinction between the two is 
jusified in this particular instance to assure that officers are afforded 
the time required to gain the necessary qualifications for a higher 
grade and that, in addition, it is required to provide equality of treat- 
ment among the Reserve officers themselves. Unlike Reserve promo- 
tions in the other Services, those in the Navy and Marine Corps are 
geared to active duty promotions by the operation of the running 
mate system. ‘This system assures that Reserve officers are promoted 
from grade to grade after the same periods of time in grade as are 
served by Regular officers. Although a Reserve officer improves in 
maturity of judgment and outlook at a comparable rate, it is obvious 
that his opportunities of gaining naval experience to qualify for pro- 
motion are extremely limited compared to the officer on active duty. 
Since the criterion for selection for promotion is “those officers best 
qualified to assume upon mobilization of the Naval Reserve the duties 
appropriate to their classification in the grade for which recom- 
mended,” the inactive Reserve officer is being afforded opportunity 
for promotion proportionately sooner than the active duty officer 
when his lesser opportunities for training and service to the Navy are 
given appropriate consideration. 

Clause 36 is designed to restrict the entitlement to pay of an officer 
who delays overly long in completing his professional requirements 
after selection by restricting the grace period to 1 year. This would 
approximately parallel the situation for the Regular officer. The 
Bureau of the Budget questions the necessity of this section on the 
theory that all of the professional requirements should be completed 
prior to selection. We would agree that the eligibility rules for selec- 
tion should require completion of a percentage of requirements, and 
this is now established at 50 percent. But we do feel that the selec- 
tion board should not be precluded from considering the individual 
who has fallen behind temporarily. 
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The remaining sections of this bill which apply to the Navy and 
Marine Corps I think are self- explanatory, and I will not take 
further time to go over them unless the committee has questions, Ip 
summary, subject to the reservations on clauses 31 and 34, the De. 
partment of the Navy supports the enactment of this bill. 

Thank you very much. 

Chairman Russeti. Mr. Secretary, was the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps consulted with respect to this reduction in the officers 
strength of the Marine Corps? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russet. He specifically approved the recommendation 
you make to this committee? 

General Weiter. He brought this forward. 

Chairman Russeti. Now, Mr. Secretary, I understand that under 
your present system and number of Reserve officers in the grade of 
captain you will more than. double by 1964. Do you require that 
many officers in the grade of captain in the Navy ? 

Mr. Jackson. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that we will require 
the officers in accordance with the distribution of the act. If, as you 
say, this number will double under the normal procedures, we will 
regard the procedures so that we will stay well within limitations 
and govern our promotions in accord with the specified grade dis- 
tribution based on an authorized strength of 150,000 or, if greater, the 
mobilization requirement. 

This year, for example, I believe that the promotion opportunity 
will be considerably less than it has been in the past in certain grades, 
and for that reason to avoid having too many senior officers in grade. 

Chairman Russeiu. Well, we have had ‘some bitter experiences 
with humps. I am always apprehensive when I see you are going to 
get an unusually large number of officers in any grade. It is very 

easy to create a hump, but the worst job is to get rid of one. We 
wrestle with this year to year. 

Senator Smith? 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Secretary, I would like your comments with 
respect to two or three points on the proposed provisions to permit 
selections to flag and captain rank from below the zone for the 
record. 

It is correct that if the below-the-zone provision were designed, 
those in the zone for consideration of Reserve flag rank for fiscal 
year 1961 would increase from 210 to 1,579 since there would be 1,369 
below the zone eligible? 

Mr. Jackson. My figures, Senator Smith, indicate that in the cap- 
tain and flag—is that what we are talking about? 

Senator Smiru. Yes. 

Mr. Jackson. I believe that the figure I have would increase from 
70 in the line to 691, but your figures are accurate for all categories— 
that is to say, from 210 to 1,369—all vategories, staff, and restricted 
line as well as line. 

(Additional information submitted by the Navy regarding the 


number eligible for consideration if below the zone system is au- 
thorized :) 
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Tentative numbers of Naval Reserve officers in fiscal year 1961 promotion zone 
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Senator Smirn. Would it be the Navy’s position that the selection 
board process for flag rank would tend to break down where they 
were charged with selection of 10 or 12 names out of 1,579 ? : 

Mr. Jackson. Well, I am not sure that the selection system would 
break down, Senator Smith. It would be a terribly difficult job to 
select out some officers in this large group, when their official records 
in recent years are almost equal, one with the other. You really don’t 
have the same basis to measure records of inactive reservists, as you 
have when dealing with the Regular officers to observe a day-by-day 
account of their activities in either dangerous billets or billets of 
great responsibility, so that your job of selection would be infinitely 
more difficult. 

Senator Smiru. Can the mobilization requirements of the Navy 
for flag rank be coordinated under the existing system ? 

Mr. Jackson. We believe so. Asa matter of fact, Senator Smith, 
we have at the moment many less flag officers than we are permitted 
under the grade distribution. I believe that they are permitted 
about 50. We now have 30 and the reason is at the moment we have 
only matched 30 against the mobilization requirement. 

Senator Smirxn. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

Chairman Russety. That is all, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Chairman Russet. We will put in the record at this point the full 
statement of Capt. S. R. Sands, Jr., of the U.S. Coast Guard. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. S. R. SANDS, JR., U.S. COAST GUARD 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Capt. 8. R. Sands, Jr., 
Chief, Reserve Division of the U.S. Coast Guard. 

I have been designated by the Secretary to appear before your committee 
and to make a statement concerning H.R. 8186, Reserve Officer Personnel Act 
omnibus amendment bill. Both the Secretary and the Commandant have asked 
me to express their appreciation for the opportunity to present the departmental 
position on this legislation for your consideration. 

The Coast Guard participated in the drafting of the Reserve Officer Person- 
nel Act of 1954 and regards it as legislation that is vital to the maintenance 
of a competent Ready Reserve officer component so essential to the Armed Forces 
of the United States. Shortly after the enactment of this legislation, as was 
expected, it appeared that certain features of the Reserve Officer Personnel 
Act might be in need of a change by amendment although the basic concepts 
were not in question. In 1957, as a result of early promotions made during 
World War II, the Commandant became aware of certain limitations within 
the framework of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act. It was seen that the 
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orderly flow of promotions as contemplated within the law would be retardeg 
by some other variant and seemingly paradoxical limitations found therein, 
The Commandant after corrsepondence and conferences with the various repre. 
sentatives of the other services and the Reserve Forces Policy Board appointed 
an ad hoc committee whose purpose was to study, examine, and make recom. 
mendations concerning Coast Guard Reserve officer promotion policies. The 
ad hoc committee was composed of the flag officer in charge of Reserve affairs 
one Regular officer, and three Reserve officers. The committee met at regular 
intervals over a 2-year period and made an exhaustive study of the entire 
promotion system. Insofar as legislation was concerned, the committee saw 
a need in two areas, the first being a readjustment in the permanent grade 
distribution, and secondly, the need of an attrition law. H.R. 8186 eon. 
formed to the recommendations of this committee although the recommenda- 
tions did not have the full departmental approval. The amendments to HR, 
8186 that the Department is now proposing will comply substantially with the 
recommendations of the ad hoc committee and will put Coast Guard Reserve 
officers in closer conformity promotionwise with the Reserve officers of the 
U.S. Navy, of which the Coast Guard becomes a part during war or national 
emergency. The amendments proposed herein are based upon a realistic ap- 
proach to national security objectives and mobilization requirements and have 
the full support of the executive department. 

It should be noted that while departmental recommendations of clause 1 de 
crease the total authorized number from 6,000 to 5,000 and increase the grade 
percentages in the grades of captain and commander to the current authorized 
Navy percentages, the net result is not substantially different from the provi- 
sions now found in clause 1 of H.R. 8186. These recommended revisions in the 
total authorized strength and grade distribution and the application of grade 
percentages to the authorized strength wiil neither increase nor decrease pro- 
motion opportunity for qualified Coast Guard Reserve officers. It will, how- 
ever, insure that all officers promoted temporarily in these grades can be assured 
of a permanent promotion at approximately the same time as their running 
mates in the Regular service. 

Clause 2 of H.R. 8186 concerns itself with a technical amendment to authorize 
the granting of constructive service credit to officers who hold appointments in 
the Armed Forces. The Department previously approved this clause and offers 
no further amendment thereto. All other services have approved similar 
amendments to their section of title 10, United States Code. 

Clause 3 of H.R. 8186 adds a new section to provide an attrition feature 
which would permit the Secretary to convene boards for the purpose of elimi- 
nating excess officers in any grade when he deems such to be necessary to pro- 
vide a steady flow of promotions or when there is an excessive number in an 
active status. The section as it presently appears in H.R. 8186 limits the 
Secretary to the consideration of officers for elimination who have 30 years of 
total service or at least 20 years of satisfactory Federal service as computed 
under section 1332 of title 10, United States Code. This section as now written 
is similar to an attrition section in title 10 which provides the Air Force with 
this authority. The Department considers that the Jimitations of 30 years’ 
total or 20 years’ satisfactory Federal service are restrictive and believes the 
flexibility of the Navy section of title 10 which does not have these limitations 
to be the more appropriate. It should be noted, however, that under this pro- 
posed section, if amended as recommended, the Secretary could determine with- 
out limitation, in the same manner as the Secretary of the Navy, the classes 
of Reserve officers who would be considered in accordance with any future 
exigency. There is a definite need in the foreseeable future for this attrition 
feature although it is not intended or expected to eliminate from an active 
status any officers in any grade having less than 20 years of satisfactory Fed- 
eral Service computed under section 1332 of title 10, United States Code. 

The approval of this proposed amendment will bring the promotion and attri- 
tion of Coast Guard Reserve officers in close conformity with that of the U.S. 
Naval Reserve, The enactment of H.R. 8186, if amended as proposed herein, 
insofar as it concerns the Coast Guard Reserve is strongly recommended. 


Chairman Russetz. Our next witness is Mr. Benjamin W. Fridge, 


the Deputy for Reserve and ROTC Affairs, Department of the Air 
Force. 


You may proceed, Mr. Fridge. 
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STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN W. FRIDGE, DEPUTY FOR RESERVE 
AND ROTC AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY MAJ. GEN. ROBERT B. LANDRY, ASSISTANT DEPUTY 
CHIEF OF STAFF, PERSONNEL; MAJ. GEN. W. P. WILSON, ASSIST- 
ANT CHIEF OF NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU; COL. DOROTHY M. 
ZELLER, CHIEF OF THE NURSE CORPS; COL. AUDREY A. UNDER- 
KOFLER, CHIEF OF MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS; JAMES B. 
MINOR, OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL; LEROY J. 
SPENCE, OFFICE OF PERSONNEL PLANNING; LT. COL. ARTHUR 
BRACKETT, OFFICE OF PERSONNEL PLANNING; AND MAJ. JOHN 
P. HUGHES, OFFICE OF PERSONNEL PLANNING 


Mr. Friper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing before this distinguished committee again 
today. My purpose in being here is to express the qualified support 
of the Department of the Air Force for the bill which is under con- 
sideration by this committee. I will confine my remarks to those 
areas which affect the Air Force. 

We in the Air Force also consider ROPA to be basically a sound 
law. It has given the services a firm base on which to plan our 
Reserve officer personnel programs. Likewise, it has given the in- 
dividual Reserve officer a base on which he can plan his career as a 
reservist. 

Our desire to amend ROPA is not based on any dissatisfaction with 
its concepts or principles, but rather because the need to refine it in 
light of our experience under its operation. Generally, the Air Force 
considers H.R. 8186 to be a good bill, one that can be modified to be 
in the best interest of the reservists and the Department of Defense. 
I think it would be appropriate at this time to express our gratitude 
to the House Armed Services Committee for the exhaustive and open- 
minded effort they put into developing this bill before you. 

In our implementation of ROPA since its enactment, the Air Force 
has been faced with two major problems. First, because of a tech- 
nicality in the phraseology of a provision of ROPA, we have been 
unable to make unit promotions to fill vacancies in the grades of 
major and lieutenant colonel in our Ready Reserve, including the Air 
National Guard. This has been a source of dissatisfaction on the part 
of our most vital and active reservists who are either members of 
Ready Reserve combat units or who, as individuals, stand ready to 
immediately augment the active establishment upon expansion to 
wartime strength. The promotion or appointment of these individ- 
uals is now subject to the overall grade ceilings imposed by ROPA. 
These overall ceilings are not compatible with the present composition 
of our Reserve officer structure. Overages have existed in the field 
grades since shortly after ROPA became effective. This condition 
will continue to exist until approximately 1972. Therefore, lifting 
the ceilings for only 2 years, as recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget, would not provide any appreciable relief for the more active 
reservists in the combat units who now face an additional period of 
stagnation for perhaps 12 more years. Without that relief, the Air 
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Force will be unable to attract and retain the officers it most urgently 
needs. Therefore, the Department of the Air Force recommaaile 
that the proposed amendment to section 812, title 10, United States 
Code, as contained in H.R. 8186 be enacted, without change. 

Second, through a technicality in the present law, we have been 
forced to consider for promotion many thousands of officers at an 
earlier point in their career than was originally contemplated. The 
combination of this “technicality’—which has been referred to as 
“the pusher clause”—and the inability to make unit promotions has 
quite often resulted in the promotion of officers in the Standby Re- 
serve programs ahead of those in the Ready Reserve. In addition 
to throwing our Reserve officer grade structure out of line, the pusher 
clause has also caused the untimely loss of a number of fine officers in 
our Ready units by virtue of their being promoted to a grade higher 
than authorized for their unit. For these reasons the Dep: irtment of 
the Air Force recommends the enactment of the amendment to section 
8363, title 10, United States Code, to eliminate the pusher clause. 

The Department of the Air Force considers that those portions of 
H.R. 8186 which deal with these two problems are the most. important 
parts of the act and strongly recommends their favorable considera- 
tion by this committee. 

Other areas, in which the Department of the Air Force is vitally 
interested and recommends favorable consider ration, are those amend- 
ments contained in the act which are designed to enhance the careers 
and retain in our medical units our Reserve nurses and medical spe- 
cialists. These amendments are in line with recent changes in law 
which have affected their Regular Air Force counterparts and will 
generally serve to bring the two into parallel. Further, the Air Force 
concurs with the Department of the Army and opposes those provi- 
sions of H.R. 8186 which delay, until January 1, 1962, for unit offi- 
cers of the Air Force Reserve and officers of the Air National Guard, 
the implementation of the statutory years-of-service and time-in- evade 
vitalization provisions of ROPA. ‘This point has already been ade- 
quately covered, I believe, by the witnesses who have prec seded me. 

There are other areas in this act which the Air Force opposes, and 
some areas in which we recommend modifications. These are cov- 
ered in detail in the report submitted to you by the Department of 
Defense on H.R. 8186. 

You also have for consideration here today a legislative proposal 
of the Department of Defense to change the method of promotion of 
Air Force Reserve officers to Reserve “general officer grades. It has 
been found that a technical amendment to this proposal i is necessary. 
The language of such an amendment has been prepared and furnished 
to the staff of the committee. 

This concludes my prepared statement. I will be glad to answer 
any questions you may have. 

I have with me Major General Landry, who is Assistant Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Personnel of the Air Force, who can answer 
questions that you might have. 

Chairman Russeii. Does the Air Force agree that the authority 


to promote in excess of the strength ceiling for officers should be 
limited to those below the grade of c olonel ? ? 


any 


How 
in € 
colo 
not 
N 
pec 
flex 
300 


are 
mit 
exc 
mer 

} 
Th 
un 
act 
ent 


co 
we 
sl 
ed 
re 


y 


W 


RESERVE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT AMENDMENTS 45 


Mr. Frivce. No, sir; we would like to include the grade of colonel. 

Chairman Russeii. You want colonel or below ? 

Mr. Frivce. Yes, sir; including colonel and below. 

Chairman Russet. What are your views on the authority of the 
House bill to make these initial Reserve appointments in any grade 
in excess of the authorized ceiling being limited to grades below 
colonel, and, in the case of the Air Force, the total number each year 
not to exceed 300; what is your view on that ? 

Mr. Frivcr. There has been some discussion on this. We don’t ex- 
pect, Mr. Chairman, to appoint in excess of 300, but we do desire the 
flexibility that would allow us to promote as we need to in excess of 
300, if necessary. 

Chairman Russetn. W ell, if you have that authority, or even if you 
are limited as contained in the House bill, can you assure the com- 
mittee that the authority to make promotions and appointments in 
excess of the authorized ceilings will be strictly used and limited to 
meet mobilization requirements? 

Mr. Friver. Yes, sir; we certainly intend to, for that purpose. 
The reason for asking the authority to make these promotions is in 
unit vacancies, to allow those people in the combat units, who are 
actually doing the job, to receive the promotion to which they are 
entitled. 

A mandatory provision of ROPA would require consideration of all 
other officers. 

Chairman Russetz. I was asking you about the new appointments, 
Mr. Fridge. 

Mr. Frivce. The House bill does not limit the number to 300. My 
counsel here, Mr. Minor, has advised me that in any appointments we 
would make, we will make for the sole purpose of giving commis- 
sions to specialists and people of that type with spec cialized knowl- 
edge. 


We do not propose the wholesale granting of commissions by di- 
rect. appointments. 


Chairman Russeit. You need to make more than 300 in any one 
? 
year / 


Mr. Friver. Personally, I doubt that we would. I doubt if we 
would make that many. 

Chairman Russert. The House bill contains a provision which 
would permit unit Reserve and guard officers promoted to captain to 
remain in the unit despite the absence of a vac ancy and also permit 
certain professional type reservists who are promoted to the grade of 
major to remain in their units even though no vacancy exists in the 
higher grade. 

There has been a suggestion from the Department that this language 
be deleted since all that ‘an be done by administrative action. 

What is your opinion on that ? 

Mr. Frivecr. Well, sir, this is the Air Force position. It is a recent 
policy that this could be handled administratively. In the past, this 
has been difficult in our Ready Reserve units; the retention of those 
who have been promoted, that is to say. A man normally comes into 
a Reserve unit from the active establishment after serving his tour 
of duty as either a first lieutenant or captain and after a relatively 
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short time in the Reserve unit may be promoted and hence would go 
out of the unit. 

So the retention is desirable, regardless of how we do it, whether 
administratively or by law. 

Chairman Russet. Without authority, you would lose valuable 
skills and training? 

Mr. Frings. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Russett. Mr. Fridge, would you explain to the com- 
mittee the pending legislative proposal which has been submitted by 
the Air Force regarding a proposed change in the system for salen: 
tions to Reserve general officer rank in the Air Force. It is my under- 
standing that the proposal in effect would mean a change from the 
present ‘seniority zone selection system to a procedure based on a unit 

vacancy concept similar to that now used by the Army. 

Mr. Fringe. I would like to defer to Major General Landry that 
portion of the question. 

Chairman Russetxu. Come around, General Landry. 

General Lanpry. I think in a very few words, the law requires that 
you promote senior officers, colonels, on the basis that you consider 
them all on seniority, and on the best qualified basis. 

The legislation asks a change to allow us to consider those in posi- 
tions requiring general officers and on a fully qualified basis. 

I think that is primarily the change. 

Chairman Russet. That is not a very drastic change, then. 

General Lanpry. It is not drastic, but it is much more workable, 
Mr. Chairman. We like to establish the requirements for general 
officers based on emergency war plans and mobilization. 

We would like to select our best Reserve colonels on the best quali- 
fied basis, those who are qualified to hold those positions, organiza- 
tion positions, and then having once been placed in those positions 
under certain criteria, the selection board could then select them on 
a fully qualified basis. 

Senator Smrrn. Mr. Chairman, may I ask, is that the same as the 
Army system ¢ 

General Lanpry. I think fundamentally it is about the same. 

Senator Smrrn. In other words, you make the assignment and then 
select, rather than select and then make the assignment as heretofore? 

General Lanpry. That is correct, but really we pick the top of the 
colonels, for example, for brigadier general consideration for assign- 
ment to general officer slots. 

We have already done that. We are taking 30 percent of the top 
colonels, some 280 whom we consider to hold general officer potential, 
and then based upon the requirement of the Air Force, we determine 
what the general officer positions are and, in turn, assign to those 
positions. 

After they have been on the job for a year, as time goes on, have 
served 3 years in the Reserve program, then they would be considered 
by the board for appointment as a general officer. 

Senator Smira. Thank you. 

Chairman Russet. Information has come to us that the Air Fores 
is trying to increase its requirement for Reserve general oflicers or 
flag officers several times more than the present number, which I be- 
lieve is about 85. 
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Could you give us any detail as to the reason why you have dis- 
covered this necessity for an increase in the number of your Reserve 
general officers ? 

General Lanpry. Yes, sir; we are talking now both about the Na- 
tional Guard and Air F orce Reserve general officers. The total by 
law is 157. That is what we are authorized, and we actually have 71— 
95 Air Force Reserve and 36 National Guard: 71 out of the 157. 

We have had a general officer board take a look at the Air Force 
requirements for Reserve general officers throughout the Air Force as 
a preliminary ‘to determining what our actual ‘requirements are. 

They have come up with a . figure somewhat in excess of 157, taking 
into consideration the fact that we may need general officers during 
the augmentation period or mobilization period to be a liaison be- 
tween Mnilitary and civilian major and subordinate commands of 
those major commands. 

This is only a preliminary figure. It is certainly not anything in 
the order of 275. 

Chairman Russetu. It is two times the number you have now and 
more. 

General Lanpry. Two times? 

Chairman Russeti. Yes, more than twice the number you now have. 

General Lanpry. That we have aboard, yes. 

Chairman Russetu. You have less than 80 now. 

General Lanpry. That is right. 

Chairman Russeti. And you propose to increase it above 157? 

General Lanpry. Yes, sir. Well, now, this was just a preliminary. 
We will go back to the commands and adjust this number and then 
there will be a central board appointed at headquarters of the Air 
Force we hope sometime in June, and then we will come up with a 
firm number for a general officer requirement. 

Chairman Russety. What effect will that have on your whole 
Reserve structure? Will you require an increase all down the line 
commensurate with your general officer increase ? 

General Lanpry. One thing we considered, sir, was the reorganiza- 
tion of CONAC, for example, with the new regional heads where 
they have six general officers. It is the realinement of CONAC and 
actually what it amounts to is a more realistic look at what we really 
need in Reserve general officers of the Air Force. 

Chairman Russet. It is almost the invariable rule when you have 
a reorganization you wind up with a large increase in the higher rank- 
ing officers, There is no necessity for it, real or imaginary. 

Senator Saarn. Mr. Chairman, I w ould like to get those figures in 
my mind again. 

‘Gener: al, I understood you to say the total places that the Air 
Force can “all would be 157, but you ‘filled 71 of the m3; is that correct? 

General Lanpry. Yes, ma’am. 

Senator Smiru. And you propose now to go to 280, but fill 30 per- 
cent of them, which would give you about 84 instead of 71 and that 
would be an increase of 13? 

General Lanpry. I think you misunderstood me. What I said wa 
that in rev iewing all of the eligible colonels, colonels doing ais 
duty or in an ac tive status in the. Reserve, we took a look at some 900 
and we came up with 380 colonels on a best-qualified basis, on back- 
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ground, experience, and so forth, that we consider to be general officer 
material, and those are the gentlemen that we would apply against 
general officer positions as soon as we make this determination as 
to what those requirements are. 

I might add that the 157 that the Congress authorized us now js 
all we need to go forward with when we will have a board, say in 
late summer, or earlier in the fall, if we can get this legislation 
through. 

Senator Smrrx. But you will fill 71 of the 157 as compared with the 
Army figure of 207, is that correct ? 

General Lanpry. Well, we have 71 occupied now, so that would 
leave us a balance of about 86. We would expect to make 50 percent, 
perhaps, of that remaining number that is authorized to us, and then 
perhaps next year, when we have this requirement more realistically 
determined, we would come back and request such changes as may 
be necessary, and it is perfectly reasonable to think that we might 
come back and ask for a lesser number than 157 as well as a larger 
number. 

Senator Sarrn. But actually, the Army has about three times as 
many Reserve generals as the Air Force. Did I understand the 
Army had 207 authorized and filled as compared with 157 authorized, 
for the Air Force, and with 71 filled ? 

General Lanpry. Seventy-one filled, yes, Senator. 

Senator Smiru. General Landry, or Mr. Fridge, it would appear 
that the Air Force legislative proposal regarding changes for pro- 
moting reserve gene als is based primarily on the desire of the Air 
Force to have a unit promotion system somewhat comparable to 
that now in effect by the Army rather than the zone selection system 
under the existing law. 

In this regard, the Bureau of the Budget inserted additional lan- 
guage which would permit the Secretary to furnish to the Selection 
Board the names of additional officers even though they were not 
necessarily assigned to the duties of a Reserve general officer. 

Would you tell the committee what the effect of this language 
would be on the proposed Air Force system ? 

General Lanpry. We are not taking issue with the Bureau of the 
Budget, Senator. 

Senator Smiru. No? 

General Lanpry. But this additional sentence, in effect, provides 
that not only Reserve colonels assigned to duties calling for major 
generals and brigadier generals respectively, but all such additional 
brigadier generals who meet the standards may be considered for 
promotion. 

It was our desire to pin down those Reserve general officer posi- 
tions which would determine the necessity, based upon the require- 
ment of the Air Force. 

Additional language precludes the Air Force from specifying, 
based on its requirements from time to time, the positions which 
establish eligibility for promotion to general officer grades. 

It sort of puts it back a little bit where we were before, or putting 
it another way, we could accomplish the same thing by changing the 
requirements. In other words, if a colonel’s position this year was 
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not a general officer position, if for some reason a change in structure, 
or a change in the job came about, we could change the requirement. 

We can live with this. 

Senator Smiru. You are not objecting to the Bureau of the Budget 
recommendation, but you don’t ask for it. 

General Lanpry. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Smirn. For instance, there is a present Air Force regula- 
tion which provides that if a Regular officer has twice failed for a 
permanent promotion, then instead of being discharged with sever- 
ance pay as required by law, he may waive the severance pay, still 
be discharged, and allowed to enlist in the regular Air Force. 

At the same time, he is made a member of the Reserve component 
by being appointed to the Retired Reserve. All this process is for 
the purpose of permitting him to receive active duty retired pay as 
a Reserve officer as soon as he completes a combined total of 20 years 
service, both commissioned and enlisted. Mr. Fridge, I understand 
this regulation is seldom used and I would like to raise the question 
if you think such a regulation represents wise personnel management ? 

Mr. Frivce. May I have a moment, please ? 

Senator Smirn. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Frivce. The regulation is essentially as you have outlined, Sen- 
ator Smith. However, we do not use this, I am advised, and within 
recent years we have had to my mind no cases, but I would like to 
be able to verify that for you for the record as to whether or not we 
have done so. But I don’t think that we have in the last several 
years. 

Senator SmiruH. Will you supply a statement for the record before 
the hearings are closed ? 

Mr. Frince. Yes, Senator. 

(The information subsequently furnished is as follows:) 

The policy in question permits the twice-deferred Regular officer who is con- 
sidered acceptable for enlistment, to be enlisted with the equivalent retirement 
potentiality as exists in the case of the Reserve officer who enlists following 
release from active duty as an officer. In this connection, 10 U.S.C. 3258 and 
8258 require the acceptance for enlistment of those honorably separated Reserve 
officers who had entered on active duty from a Regular enlisted status. Those 
statutes are considered to be sound. 

Sections 6382 and 6383 of title 10 also contemplate that an officer of the 
Navy or Marine Corps, who twice fails of selection, may later qualify for retire- 
ment in another status. 

It is emphasized that in the case of the Regular Air Force officer who is per- 
mitted to enlist, he must forego receipt of severance pay. This forfeiture is 
considered comparable to the action required by 10 U.S.C. 1167(d), 6382(c), 
and 6383(f), which preclude crediting for retirement purposes of any service 
which was the basis for a severance payment based on failure of selection until 
such time as the amount of the retired pay, which would have accrued on the 
basis of such service equals the amount of the severance payment received. 

Since January 1, 1957, there has been but one case in which a Regular officer 
who had twice failed of selection of promotion elected to forego severance pay 
and enlist in the Regular Air Force. 

Senator Smiru. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Russert. Do you have any further suggestions, Mr. 
Fridge ? 

Mr. Fringe. No, sir; only to emphasize the need for the unit vacancy 
promotions and the elimination of the pusher clause, which we believe 
will correct most. of the other problems that have been brought about 
by this Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954. 
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Chairman Rvusseii. General Landry, do you desire to make any 
supplementary statements ? , 

General Lanpry. No, sir. 

Chairman Russetx. The committee will continue these hearings 
then tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a.m., Thursday, May 26, 1960.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 26, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room 212, Sen- 
ate Office Building. 

Present: Senators Russell (presiding), Thurmond, Smith, and 
Bush. 

Also present: Harry L. Wingate, Jr., chief clerk; Herbert S. Atkin- 
son, assistant chief clerk; and T Kdw: ard Brasw ell, of the commtitee 
staff. 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will come to order. The first wit- 
ness appearing on the list this morning to present his views with re- 
spect to H.R. 8186 is a distinguished Member of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, Congressman LeRoy H. Anderson of Montana. Congress- 
man Anderson is not only a distinguished Member of the House of 
Representatives, he is I believe a major general in the U.S. Army 
Reserve. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. Thank you, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Have a seat, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LeROY H. ANDERSON, REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Anverson. I express my appreciation for this opportunity to 
appear before your distinguished committee. I am Congressman 
LeRoy Anderson, of Montana, and I am here to support the House 
bill to amend the Reserve Officers Personnel Act of 1954. 

Iam a member of the House Committee on Armed Services and of 
the Rivers subcommittee which held several weeks of hearings on this 
bill and put it into the form in which it was passed by the “House. 

Today, I appear primarily on behalf of the Senior Reserve Com- 
manders Association of the U.S. Army. This consists of the USAR 
general officers who belong to units and their chiefs of staff. For the 
past 2 years, I have been honored to be president of this organization. 
I am a member by virtue of being in command of the Rocky Mount: ain 
States 96th Infantry Division. Our immediate and direct concern is 
with Reserve units, and we are primarily concerned with H.R. 8186 
as it affects unit officers. 

While there are many important changes to ROPA in H.R. 8186, I 
shall confine my remarks to those relating to unit officers, although I 
support and we support all of the provisions as they were passed by 
the House. Perhaps the most important such provision is the one pro- 
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viding that unit, as well as nonunit officers will be periodically eon. 
sidered for promotion. : 

The provision that unit officers may delay, up to 3 years, acceptance 
of that promotion is highly desirable to keep the best possible officers 
serving in units where low density of population makes marginal the 
number of officers available. 

The elimination of the constructive service from age 25 provision is 
a most fair and desirable amendment also. 

I don’t believe those provisions are controversial, so I shall speak 
chiefly of the proposed 18-month delay in the effective date of ROPA 
for attriting unit officers on account of years of service or time in 
grade. First, we have no objection to extending the date for nonunit 
officers also, 

The senior Reserve commanders, for whom I am testifying, have the 
responsibility of organizing and training most of the Reserve units 
which are expected to be ready for prompt mobilization in time of 
emergency. It is our belief that the attritive provisions for time in 
grade and length of service are unnecessary for unit officers and will 
result in a loss of good qualified and young officers which will reduce 
unit efficiency. 

May I say, first, that the date for effectuating the heavy attrition 
of unit officers should not come on July 1 because this is in the middle 
of the summer active duty period, and forced attrition at this time will 
cause considerable disruption of field training planning and execu- 
tion. I would, therefore, strongly recommend that whatever year is 
selected for attrition of unit officers, the date should be January 1 
rather than July 1. 

The next point I would like to make is that while the formal attri- 
tive provisions may be necessary to keep a vital reserve in the pool of 
unassigned officers, it is much less required in units. 

In Army Reserve units our difficulty is not in getting rid of officers 
or in attriting them. It is getting them in and keeping them. Here 
are some of the elements of forced attrition being increasingly placed 
upon Reserve officers in units: 

The TO qualifications were changed by the recent reorganization 
requiring extensive retraining and even change of branch. We are 
losing many officers due to the increasingly heavy requirements for 
MOS qualification. 

Officers in units have a tremendous administrative load to carry. 
They have many additional training requirements not placed upon 
nonunit officers. 

They are required to attend camp for 2 weeks on specified dates 
which may cause great personal or business hardship. Most unit 
officers are required to put in a great deal of time beyond the scheduled 
drills. So our trouble is more in getting unit officers than it is in 
attriting them. 

Currently we have assigned only 47,000 of the 53,000 authorized to 
be in units. Now, admittedly, most of these vacancies are lieutenants 
and captains, but there is no urgent present requirement to attrite field 
officers to provide an incentive spot for these company grade officers. 
Reserve units are authorized 7,364 majors, but have only 6,128—leav- 
ing over 1,200 spots for promotion of captains, within our units. Nor 
are we static in the higher grades. Figures provided during the 


ae —— 


Vr we 


Led 


| 


RESERVE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT AMENDMENTS 53 


House hearings established that there had been a 40 percent attrition 
of all Reserve general officers in a period of 4 years, and a substan- 
tially larger attrition rate among unit general officers. Attrition for 
age and other reasons will continue to provide for room at the top. 

In my division the staff has turned over twice and my regimental 
or battle group commanders, on an average, more than twice. There 
js always room at the top for a good man in a unit. The 18-month 
delay will enable us to hang onto a few key, hard to get men for 
whom, in many cases, we do not have a fully qualified replacement. 

Now let me point out that the number of officers involved in this 
particular amendment is enough to be important to the efficiency of 
the Reserve units, but is not large enough to have any appreciable 
budgetary effect, or any major influence, on the overall Reserve situa- 
tion. 

A Department of the Army study made at my request shows that 
seven general officer retirements would be delayed from a few months 
up to 18 months under the provisions of H.R. 8186. This is 7 officers 
out of about 200 actual Reserve general officers. 

There are only about 1,000 colonels in all of the Army units, only 
about 50 of whom will be affected, a negligible 3 percent of the 1,800 
colonels who will be attrited under the provisions of the bill as passed 
by the House. 

In summary, (1) the 18-month delay in forced unit officer attrition 
will add materially to the efficiency of the Army units so vital to our 
mobilization plans; and (2) the 18-month delay will affect only a 
small percent of officers affected by ROPA and will have negligible 
budgetary effects. 

Finally I would urge prompt action on H.R. 8186. It changes 
personnel actions to be taken on July 1, only a little over a month 
from now. Many officers will not know, until this bill is passed, just 
how ROPA will affect their careers and their units. 

I appreciate this opportunity to speak to the committe and I will 
be pleased to answer any questions you may have. 

The CuarrmMan. You brought the committee some information that 
we had not received up to now, Congressman, and I am sure it would 
be helpful to us in marking up this bill. 

Senator Smith, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Smiru. ‘No, I have none. 

The CHarrman. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. No, thank you. 

The Cratrman. Senator Thurmond ? 

Senator Tucrmonp. I didn’t get to hear all of your statement, Gen- 
eral, but I want to commend you on the part I heard. I agree with 
you that. Reserve officers are anxious and awaiting a decision on this 
bill because they don’t know how to plan their careers and it is very 
important, and I am sure this committee will act on this promptly. 

Do you see any real objection that should be raised to this bill from 
your standpoint as an active Reserve officer and commanding general 
of a Reserve division ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir, at the last convention of the Reserve Of- 
ficers Association, and at the preceding convention of the Senior 
Reserve Commanders Association of the United States resolutions 
were taken to urge prompt passage of these amendments to ROPA, 
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and I have in my file here a stack a half inch thick of requests from 
the united commanders, division commanders, ROA, department cop. 
ventions and others, requesting prompt passage of the ROPA bil] 
H.R. 8186. ; 

Senator THurmonp. In other words from your contacts of Reserye 
officers, from your division and in your other contacts as a reservist, 
is it your firm conviction that this bill has thorough backing of the 
reservists as well as the ROA ? 

Mr. Anprrson. Yes, it is, that is my personal observation. 

Senator THurmMonp. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness is in behalf of the National Guard 
Association, members of the committee, I am sure, will remember 
Gen. William H. Harrison, Jr., president of that association. 

General Harrison. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuamman. You may proceed, sir. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM H. HARRISON, JR., PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES 


General Harrison. H.R. 8186, containing numerous amendments to 
the Reserve Officer Personnel Act, and being considered today by this 
committee, is believed to be one of the significant legislative proposals 
of our time in respect to its effect on the National Guard, both Army 
and Air. 

Accordingly, it is with a deep sense of responsibility for the views of 
those components and the almost 50,000 National Guard officers that 
I appear before you. Some of you may recall several years ago, when 
the original Reserve Officer Personnel Act was being considered by 
this committee, that representatives of the National Guard Associa- 
tion, the Department of Defense, and the Department of the Air 
Force, appeared and requested that the enactment of the bill be de- 
layed for a period which would enable a more complete study to be 
made of its possible impact. 

Because of its many complex and interrelated provisions, and be- 
cause it established, for the first time, strict legal promotion and attri- 
tion procedures for Reserve officers, there was genuine concern about 
its impact. 

“ven the President of the United States, in his message of July 27, 
1954, to the Senate, contained in Senate Report 2010 to accompany 
H.R. 6573, requested deferral of the enactment of the basic statute. 
With due regard for this concern, the Congress attempted to provide 
a brief time lag prior to the effective date of the act during which de- 
ficiencies might be pinpointed and corrective action instituted. The 
cited report stated in part: 

This modified effective date still leaves the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment a reasonable period of time in which to come forward with any amend- 
ments found to be necessary because of changes in the overall structure of the 


Reserve, and at the same time insures that something constructive is being done 
promptly about promotion for Reserve officers. 
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Unfortunately a degree of our concern came to pass, for the orig- 
inal act which, according to its terms, was designed to provide in- 
creased promotion opportunity for Reserve officers, actually, in the case 
of the Air National Guard, served to delay, and in many cases pre- 
clude, the promotion of many highly qualified officers who were serv- 
ing in responsible positions calling for a higher grade. 

In recognition of these problems and others, and at the urging of 
the National Guard Association and similar groups, the departments 
finally in 1956 undertook an extensive study of the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act, with a view to the development of needed amendments 
which would increase its efficiency and improve its operation. 

The bill now before your committee, Mr. Chairman, contains both 
substantive and technical modifications to existing law. Its many 
pages represent the detailed consideration given to its complex and 
interdependent provisions by the Rivers’ subcommittee of the House 
Armed Services Committee. 

In general, H.R. 8186 represents a compromise of the thinking of 
the Department of Defense, the military departments, the Bureau 
of the Budget, and other nongovernmental groups, such as our as- 
sociation, which are intimately concerned with matters affecting the 
National Guard and the Federal Reserves. 

We had hoped, Mr. Chairman, that this committee might indorse 
H.R. 8186 with a minimum of charge. We are now alarmed and con- 
cerned to learn that the Department of Defense has voiced opposition 
to some of its significant and essential features—those which were in- 
corporated in the bill only after the most comprehensive review and 
analysis by the House committee. Accordingly, we are compelled to 
restate our position in regard to those areas of controversy in vigorous 
terms. 

Certain provisions of H.R. 8186 propose, for the first time, to apply 
the mandatory promotion system to the Army National Guard in a 
manner similar to that now in effect for nonunit members of the Army 
Reserve. 

This is a significant departure from the present system of promotion, 
and its possible future implications and ramifications are not all 
readily ascertainable. 

Unlike the Air National Guard, the Army National Guard is prin- 
cipally established in well over 2,000 of the smaller communities scat- 
tered throughout our Nation. In these sometimes widely separated 
geographical locations, qualified officer replacements are not always 
easily procurable or available. Thus, it is possible that the inflexi- 
ble application of the mandatory system of promotion to such unit es- 
tablishments and the arbitrary removal of qualified officers from those 
units may seriously impair the ability and capability of such units to 
perform their mission. 

In recognition of this acute problem area, the House Armed Services 
Committee incorporated in H.R. 8186 a possible partial solution, which 
provides for the deferral of a mandatory promotion of an officer. of 
the Army National Guard, upon his application, for a maximum peri- 
od of 3 years, if such deferral is approved by the Governor of other ap- 
propriate authority of the State concerned. 
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This will permit a first lieutenant, captain, and major to serve an 
additional 3 years in each of those grades i in the Army National Guard 
if the necessity and desirability of such continued service is sufficiently 
demonstrated to the Governor of the State concerned. 

The Department of Defense in its letter to this committee objects to 
the provisions of section 1, clause (10), which would add new subsee- 
tion (g) to section 3364. 

That subsection would permit those officers of the Army National 
Guard, in the grade of first lieutenant, captain, or major, who are se- 
lected for promotion by the ‘Department of the Army, to decline the 
promotion for a period not in excess of 3 years with ‘the approval of 
the Governor or other appropriate official of the State, Puerto Rico, or 
commanding general of the District of Columbia National Guard. 

The basis of the Department of Defense objection is that, since a 
change in Federal status is involved in promotion, approval of the 
officers’ request to decline the promotion is the sole prerogative of Fed- 

eral officials and is not properly a matter for action of State officials, 

The National Guard Association must join issue squarely with this 
attitude, and vigorously urge that this committee support the pro- 
visions of the bill as written. 

The Department of Defense objection is, I firmly believe, predi- 

cated on the fallacious assumption that the State can effectively halt 
the promotion action which, in this case, is a Federal function. 

The confusion may stem from the interpretation of the word “de- 
cline.” What actually happens is that the officer himself requests a 
deferral of the effective date of that promotion in order that he may 
continue to retain his position in the Army National Guard for a 
stated period, not in excess of 3 years, and the Governor or appropri- 
ate military authority may approve that action as being in the best in- 
terests of the National Guard. 

At the end of the period, fixed by this Federal law (unless in the 
meantime a vacancy has occurred in the National Guard of his State), 
the officer must be transferred to the Army Reserve and promoted. 

No action by the individual, short of separation, nor by the State, 

can prevent his loss to the guard, and his promotion in the Reserve. 

Manifestly the officer himself and the military authorities of the 
State, and not the Secretary of the Army, will be most directly in- 
terested and cognizant of the local situation in the National Guard. 
First of all, the selected officer himself must take the initiative. If 
he wishes to be promoted, he can be, immediately, and the Governor 
can do nothing to retain him. If, on the other hand, the officer realizes 
that there is no suitable replacement then at hand, and wishes to 
continue to serve in his federally recognized grade until he can be re- 
placed, he may volunteer to do so. The best prior planning cannot 
always prevent that situation, since the logical successor may have 
recently terminated his member ship, or be away at a service school, or 
have himself been promoted to another vacancy or, in case of a recent 
reorganization, not yet have become qualified in the new branch. 

The State authorities alone are able to judge whether a suitable 
replacement can be found within the particular organization, or pro- 
duced by a transfer of personnel. 
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Legislation which would require the Secretary of the Army to ex- 
amine the officer personnel structure of the National Guard of the 
State in order to ascertain whether a qualified replacement might be 
found by reassignments or otherwise would not only substitute his 
judgment for that of responsible officials of the State, but would be 
an administrative nightmare of excessive centralization of authority. 

Granted that to a degree the deferral of promotion would result 
from the desire of the officer and his Governor to further the proper 
operation of the National Guard, and operate to deprive the Army 
of whatever service might otherwise be required of him in the Army 
Reserve, such authority is by no means unprecedented. 

For example, section 233(d) of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 
1952 (now sec. 272(d) of title 10, United States Code) provides that 
no officer of the Army National Guard of the United States may be 
ordered to active duty, except in time of war or national emergency, 
unless the Governor or other appropriate State authority consents. 
That provision of law, like the one here under discussion, recognizes 
the proper, primary, and overriding interest of the State in the opera- 
tion of the National Guard, and evidences the intent of Congress that 
the officer structure of the National Guard is not to be decimated in 
favor of a remote Federal interest. 

It should be pointed out that retaining the officer for this short grace 
period cannot have an adverse effect. He will, of course, be qualified 
in that grade and assignment, as demonstrated by the fact that the 
Secretary of the Army will have selected him for promotion. 

The officer cannot become over age in that assignment, since the 
declination will not suspend the length of service or maximum age pro- 
visions of the law. 

There are other beneficial aspects to this procedure. An officer, who 
is also a civilian employee of the National Guard, and who must 
remain a member in order to retain his civilian employment, is afforded 
a reasonable opportunity to seek new employment. 

Moreover, it gives the State a period of time in which to find a 
trained replacement, and possibly to retain the yualified and dedicated 
National Guard officer by promoting him to any vacancy which may 
occur during the 3-year declination period. 

It may be appropriate to note here that the effect of the promotion 
is merely to take the officer out of the National Guard unit where he is 
needed, and place him in the Army Reserve, and very likely in a pool, 
where his services will be of limited and far less immediate value. 

This problem has received the most careful study of the National 
Guard einer and of the Adjutants General Association of the 
United States. Its importance to the National Guard cannot be too 
strongly emphasized, and I therefore vigorously urge that the final 
authority to approve the National Guard officer’s request for declina- 
tion of his promotion be vested in the National Guard authorities 
of his State, and not in any Federal official. Historically, logically, 
and legally, this prerogative as to who should be retained as a member 
of the National God is among those inherent rights reserved to the 
States by the Constitution. 

The mandatory promotion system raises additional serious prob- 
lems when applied inflexibly to air defense on-site missile units of the 
Army National Guard and to units of the Alaska Scouts. 
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The States have accepted an active air defense mission in support of 
the Army and the Federal Government in the establishment of static 
air defense on-site missile installations. These units are staffed with 
a large number of full-time technicians, both enlisted and officer types, 
who have had to spend an average of almost 9 months at an active 
Army service school at great expense to the Government in order to 
acquire the trained skills re to operate this complex equipment 
and become qualified to perform this vital mission. 

In such an installation and unit, the advancing age of unit officers 
does not present a problem comparable to that of officers in other type 
Army units. Excessive extended physical demands on such person- 
nel are practically nonexistent. 

Their periodic and arbitrary removal through the application of 
the mandatory promotion system would serve only to increase the dif- 
ficulty of attracting and retaining qualified officers for this : assign- 
ment, and to increase the expenditure of Federal funds required to 
support the training and retraining of necessary replacements, 
Nonetheless, in recognition of the desirability of a modified system of 
vitalization through mandatory consideration for promotion, we be- 
lieve that with the proper degree of flexibility the system can be 
adopted to such units. 

Accordingly we have attached to this statement a proposed amend- 
ment to the applicable provisions of H.R. 8186 which will authorize 
the Secretary of the Army, in his discretion, to extend the promotion 
deferral period for such unit officers where, in his judgment, such 
action would be in the best interests of the defense of the country. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO H.R. 8186 


Section 3364 is amended by adding the following new subsections at the end 
thereof : 

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, a Reserve commis- 
sioned officer who has been in an inactive status may not be considered for pro- 
motion until at least one year after the date on which he is returned to an active 
status. 

“(f) An officer of an Army Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit may de- 
cline a promotion under section 3366 or 3367 of this title if the Secretary of the 
Army, or an officer designated by him, approves that action as being in the best 
interests of the Army. 

“(g) An officer of the Army seeeme Guard of the United States may decline 
a promotion under section 3366 or 3367 of this title if the Governor or other 
appropriate authority of the State or territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or 
the commanding general of the District of Columbia National Guard, which- 
ever is concerned, approves that action. 

“(h) If an officer declines a promotion under subsection (f) or (g), his name 
shall be retained on the appropriate promotion list for a period of not more than 
three years from the date he was selected for promotion to the grade concerned, 
unless— 

“(2) in the case of an officer of the Army National Guard of the United 
States, he is appointed to the next higher grade to fill a vacancy in the 
Army National Guard and is federally recognized in that grade or his name 
is removed from the list under another provision of law. 

The three year limitation in this subsection on retention of an officer’s name 
on the appropriate promotion list does not apply to officers of the Alaska Scout 
battalions, officers of units engaged in air defense activities on tactical sites that 
are under the control of the Army or the Air Force, or officers of any other units 
designated by the Secretary. 
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“(i) At the end of the [three year period described in] period during which 
hig name is retained on the appropriate promotion list under subsection (h), or 
at an earlier time if he requests the promotion, an officer of the Army Reserve 
whose name is retained on the promotion list under that subsection, shall be 
promoted to the grade concerned and shall be transferred from his unit unless, 
upon his promotion, he fills a vacancy in that unit. 

*(j) At the end of the [three year period described in] period during which 
his name is retained on the appropriate promotion list under subsection (h), or 
at any earlier time if he requests the promotion, an officer of the Army National 
Guard of the United States whose name is retained on the promotion list under 
that subsection shall, effective as of the last day of that period or as of the 
date of his request, as the case may be, have his Federal recognition terminated, 
be transferred to the Army Reserve, and be promoted to the grade concerned. 
However, an officer may not be transferred and promoted under this subsection 
pefore the expiration of that three-year period unless the Governor or other 
appropriate authority of the State, territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or 
the commanding general of the National Guard of the District of Columbia, 
whichever is concerned, approves that action.” 

General Harrison. The foregoing is equally applicable to units of 
the Alaska Scouts, a force of about 1,000 Eskimos scattered along the 
perimeter of our most recently acquired State on the very frontiers of 
the free world. 

These units are distributed among approximately 57 villages in 
western and northern Alaska and form the backbone of the Army 
National Guard of that State. They help to fill the chinks in the 
vast Alaskan coast defense network and provide valuable intelligence 
service to the Active Forces. 

These guardsmen have been characterized as “full-time soldiers on 
part-time pay.” 

The arbitrary removal of the officers from these units, based upon 
personnel patterns established for, and made applicable to, conven- 
tional-type organizations, would accomplish nothing advantageous 
and could serve to reduce or destroy their current effectiveness. 

In determining the possible impact of the application of the man- 
datory promotion system to officers of the Army National Guard, we 
have analyzed certain information and material obtained by the Na- 
tional Guard Bureau and which was presented to the annual confer- 
ence of the Adjutants General Association of the United States, 
recently concluded. 

These studies indicate that there are approximately 8,500 officers in 
the grades of first heutenant to major, inclusive, who would fall within 
the zones of consideration for a mandatory promotion within the first 
12 months subsequent to the enactment of H.R, 8186. 

Of that number, which represents over one-fourth of Army Na- 
tional Guard officer strength, well in excess of 4,000, or over half, will 
be eliminated from the guard in 1961, 

It is impossible to deterimine where and in what organizations 
these losses will occur. It might well happen that all, or a sub- 
stantial number, of these officers are concentrated in a relatively 
small number of units. In that event, it is apparent that the affected 
units would be completely decimated and left with few, if any, quali- 
fied and experienced officers. This is not a desirable result. If, how- 

. . . . . . a 9 
ever, the present provisions in the bill permitting 3-year deferrals of 
mandatory promotion are retained, the loss of those officers will be 
more evenly spread over the period 1961—64, thus reducing the initial 
impact and allowing this attrition to take place in a more orderly 
fashion. 
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I am sure that the committee is well aware that qualified officers 
who are willing and able to participate in National Guard and Re. 
serve programs, sometimes at great personal sacrifice, contribute jm. 
portantly to our combat potential, our readiness, our posture, and 
represent an important segment of our national military manpower 
wealth. 

This personnel turbulence is not limited to the period between now 
and 1964, but will continue to profoundly affect the officer corps of 
the National Guard over a period of 10 years. 

Coincidentally, the Army Guard will be hit with those provisions 
of ROPA which require mandatory retirement upon the attainment 
of specified years of service in the grade of lieutenant colonel and 
below and specified years of service and time in grade in the grade 
of colonel and above. 

While the principle of attrition is not new to us, we believe that it 
must be controlled and, at least, initially softened, lest we destroy our 
institutions. In other words, it is possible for the operation to be a 
success, and yet the patient may die. 

Let me briefly illustrate what could well happen and what may very 
well become normal through the application of the mandatory pro- 
motion system to the Army National Guard. 

Assume a battalion in which the headquarters and headquarters 
battery and one other battery are located 75 to 100 miles distant from 
each of the three other line batteries in the battalion which because of 
distance precludes any interchange of officer personnel. Assume that 
each of the captains of the outlying batteries is selected for a manda- 
tory promotion. All three will be promoted out of the guard. 

Assume also that in each of these batteries two first lieutenants 
are selected for promotion at the same time. Three of the first lieu- 
tenants would be promoted to captain, battery commander, and three 
would be eliminated, resulting in a 50-percent loss of officers for each 
unit. It is apparent that under such circumstances uncontrolled 
attrition could easily decimate the units and possibly even reduce 
officer strength below maintenance requirements. 

Even with the retention of the essential features now contained in 
H.R. 8186, we are entering a period where the turnover of Army 
National Guard officer personnel will be one-third greater than we 
have annually experienced. The problem, placed in its proper per- 
spective, becomes one of procurement and training. 

In fiscal 1959 we brought 4,300 new officers into the Army Guard 
but lost over 4,000, so that our net gain amounted to only 290 officers. 
Our procurement of second lieutenants remains constant at about 
2,500 per year, and we annually procure about 1,500 first lieutenants. 
The present Army OCS cannot fulfill our advancing needs, and while 
the State-supported OCS’s afford substantial relief, there is a limit 
to this aashaliny. We can foresee then that 1964, or even earlier, 
may well become our year of decision. 

Mr. Chairman, you are aware that the Army National Guard com- 
pleted last fall a tremendous reorganization in all of its units and in 
all of the States, to better prepare itself to perform its assigned Fed- 
eral mission in this advancing technological era. This task was 
accomplished almost a year in advance of the target date set for its 
completion. 
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The reorganization required the redesignation and conversion of a 
substantial number of Army National Guard units and officers to 
arms and services different than those in which originally trained. 
As @ consequence, many officers now find it necessary to requalify 
themselves in a new military specialty. Such retraining and re- 
qualification takes time, time that is not always readily available to 
civilian soldiers without much prior planning and individual sacrifice. 

H.R. 8186 contains a provision which would extend the present 
moratorium on mandatory retirement upon the attainment of speci- 
fied years of total commissioned service and, in the case of colonels 
and above, years of service in grade, for a period of 18 months, until 
January 1, 1962. Under the terms of the source statute, this manda- 
tory retirement feature becomes effective just a few short weeks from 
now, on July 1, 1960, to be specific. 

We have always considered that the establishment of this effective 
date in the middle of the summer and, consequently, in the middle of 
the annual field training program, to be singularly unfortunate. It 
means that the senior officers who would normally be in command 
during the manual full-time field training, and who prepare the units 
for this phase of their activities, are precluded from seeing the job 
through. In many cases it will cause the removal of such key per- 
sonnel in the middle of the field training duty. 

The foregoing difficulties have been compounded by the vast reor- 
ganization of the Army Guard, which, I might say, was not foreseen 
as a coincidental event at the time of the establishment of the original 
effective date for the mandatory retirement provisions. 

Accordingly, we are confronted with a situation for which we could 
not plan, and which strikes at the very capability of our officer corps. 

It is for these reasons that we proposed the provision in H:R. 
8186 which would extend this present moratorium on mandatory 
retirements, and which would give us a reasonable period of time 
to requalify and retrain those of our officers who will assume com- 
mand. and other responsible positions when their seniors are manda- 
torily retired. We consider this to be one of the salient and signifi- 
cant features of H.R. 8186, and respectfully request your understand- 
ing and support. 

should like now to consider the legislative relief provided in H.R. 
ve for the Air National Guard, and specifically clause (51) of the 

ill. 

First, it should be stated that the Air Force title of H.R. 8186 was 
developed as a result of the activities of a special ad hoc committee 
convened by the Department of the Air Force in 1956. This ad hoc 
committee was directed to examine ROPA and recommend amend- 
ments designed to improve its operation. The committee consisted 
of representatives of the Regular Air Force, the National Guard As- 
sociation, the Reserve Officers Association, and the Air Force Asso- 
ciation, all of whom participated in its extensive deliberations. The 
resulting proposals to amend ROPA were approved and recommended 
by the Air Force Committee on Air National Guard and Air Force 
Reserve Policy, commonly called the Air Section 5 Committee, and 
~ erg Forces Policy Board in the Office of the Secretary of 

ense. 
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The Department of Defense has stated its objection to the enaget. 
ment of clause (51) of the bill on the basis that the action prescribed 
in that clause may be handled administratively. Inasmuch as thig 
was originally an Air Force proposal, the current departmental ob. 
jection represents a complete reversal of position. 

The purpose of clause (51) is to permit the retention of all officers 
in units through the grade of captain and to permit the retention of 
technically qualified professional-type officers in units through the 
grade of major if they would otherwise be promoted out of their 
units by a mandatory promotion. It is included in the bill to insure 
a degree of legislatively directed stability ‘n our units without com- 
plete loss of vitalization. 

The greatest benefit to be derived froin clause (51) arises from the 
utilization of younger officers for a longer period of service. 

For example, the average age of commission is now 23, which means 
that under the promotion. system prescr*bed in ROPA an individual 
will be mandatorily advanced to the grade of captain 7 years after 
initial commission, or at age 30. Much time, effort, and Federal 
money has been expended to train and qualify these young officers, in 
the case of pilots between fifty and seventy-five thousand dollars each, 
and the forcing of these officers from their units at such an early age 
is a needless waste of skilled manpower and Federal funds. Com- 
monsense and fiscal propriety dictates that they should be retained 
for a period which will provide a reasonable return on our invest- 
ment. 

In respect to the professional types such as doctors, dentists, law- 
vers, veterinarians, and chaplains, the situation is somewhat similar, 
but the ov erriding consideration involves the extreme difficulty ex- 
perienced in attracting and retaining men of these professions into 
the guard and Reserve programs, when, under present procedures, 
they “will be forced from the system a few short years after appoint- 
ment. 

The Department proposes to handle this problem administratively, 
I can only say, Mr. Chairman, that it has taken the Department al- 
most 5 years to make this deci ision, during which time untold num- 
bers of gualitied and highly trained officers have been forced out of 
the Air National Guard “by the mandatory promotion system. 

Manifestly, administrative solutions and procedures are subject to 
change at the whims of those in whom rests the power of decision. 
We are rightfully fearful that such administrative relief may be 
erased without regard to its urgent need. 

Accordingly, as the Department has not attacked the requirement 
for such procedures, we believe that they should be written into the 
law as concrete and legal evidence of the congressional intent and 
means of solving this vexing problem. 

Proposed legislation of the type now before this committee can never 
fully satisfy all having an interest therein. Compromise is always 
necessary, but compromise should be judiciously adopted and designed 

to promote the efficiency and capability of the subject operated upon. 

The Reserve Officer Personnel Act was developed to provide pro- 
motion opportunity and attendant vitalization procedures through 


the application of the promotion system and the mandatory retire- 
ment system. 
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It is incumbent upon us to remember that we are not dealing with 
the regular components and the ease with which regular personnel can 
be geographically transferred and shifted to plug gaps and crease new 


g 
establishments. We are dealing, on the contrary, with static and geo- 
graphically dispersed units, officered by individuals who must be at- 
tracted and retained from the limited potential of confined geographi- 
cal areas. 

Within the past few weeks the Adjutants General Association of the 
United States, convened in annual conference, expressed grave doubts 
as to the advisability of the inflexibility of the inflexible application 
of the mandatory promotion system to the Army National Guard. 
Vitalization of the officer corps with its attendant attrition must be 
delicately balanced with the maintenance of the required levels of 
training, combat capability, and the attained professional military 
qualifications and proficiencies. 

It is axiomatic that to promote from the bottom you must attrite 
from the middle and the top. It is likewise axiomatic that if suffi- 
cient junior officers cannot be supplied to the system, there will even- 
tually be no one to promote, and that attrition for the mere sake of 
attrition accomplishes nothing. 

We consider this bill H.R. 8186 to be the best possible answer to the 
problems which have arisen under operation of the source statute. 
We believe that the substantive amendments to ROPA are necessary 
and desirable. 

We are, however, seriously concerned over the possible detrimental 
impact on the Army National Guard that may be generated as a 
result of the application of the mandatory promotion system to its 
oflicer corps. 

We feel assured, however, that if these detrimental events occur, 
this committee will entertain proposals for legislative relief in the 
near future, such as you are, in reality, considering today. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for your patience and con- 
sideration. 

The Cuatrman. As I understand it, General Harrison, unless some 
legislation is passed the mandatory promotion provisions of existing 
law take effect the 1st of July this year. 

General Harrison. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrMan. Have you any figures that would indicate the effect 
that that would have upon the National Guard or the Air National 
Guard if no legislation were enacted ? 

General Harrison. Well, it applies to—generally to the Army Na- 
tional Guard, and from the figures that I have had furnished me from 
the National Guard Bureau, there will be probably 350 individuals 
affected. 

But that is only part of the problem, Mr. Chairman. There could 
be others affected in that because of this change and reorganization. 

We have a number of officers that are in new branches of service, 
arms and services. Many of the officers that might be commanding 
battalions and higher units are in on a wave. They don’t have to re- 
qualify because they will be affected by ROPA maybe within a year, 
but the officers below them will not have the opportunity to requalify 
in this new branch before ROPA would hit them, and they must be 
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requalified before they can meet the promotional requirements. It jg 
this particular area that disturbs me, and it is the area that we haven 
figures with reference to numbers that would be affected. 

The Cuarrman. I notice a reference in your testimony to the State. 
supported OCS. Do all States have officer candidate schools? 

neral Harrison. Well, not all of them have OCS’s, Mr. Chair. 
man, but there are 45 OCS’s conducted by the several States. I think 
two States or at least one I know of conduct two, California, because 
of the large area, but there are 45 conducted by States and the States 
financially support these OCS’s. 

The CwHatrman. Do they train in all branches or specialized 
branches ? 

General Harrison. No, they train basically for basic branch of in- 
fantry and after commission, within a period of 2 years, the officer 
goes to the branch school, the service school. 

Unfortunately, in the guard, we don’t have a pool of officers that 
we can draw from when vacancies occur in any unit. Our source of 
supply is completely from these several schools that the National 
Guard Bureau schools run at Department of Army service schools, and 
the State OCS’s that are conducted by the majority of the States, 

The Cuarrman. Are the State schools comparable in their train- 
ing to the Federal officer candidate school ? 

General Harrison. Yes, the State schools are on a curriculum that 
has been based by the Department of Army upon CONARC and they 
are supervised by the infantry school personnel. 

The schools, all of them have got to meet established Federal re- 
quirements of OCS. 

The Cuarrman. Do you think that this amendment that you have 
suggested here is necessary at this time in this bill or do you think we 
ought to withhold action on that until we see how this bill works? 

There is no immediate necessity for this amendment, is there? 

General Harrison. In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, this amend- 
ment is very vital to the bill at the present time, because it seriously 
affects two groups: The air defense group and the Alaskan scouts, 
and from conversation 

The Cuairman. With the exception of those two groups there is 
no immediate necessity for it, is there? Doesn’t the House bill take 
care of everything for the next 3 years ? 

General Harrison. The House bill would probably take care of 
most of it for several years, but our experience, Mr. Chairman, with 
reference to getting amendments to these things, we have been press- 
ing for amendments to ROPA now for 3 or 4 years, and this is the 
first substantial number of amendments that we have been able to 
get and when we get them we find additional problems placed upon 
the guard. 

In the original bill mandatory promotion was never—never af- 
fected company grade or majors. Now, it is in the bill, and we don’t 
know seriously whether we can live with it. 

Weare going to try to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, the guard does have problems because 
of the fact that it is scattered all around over States and small com- 
munities, it does not have the interchange of personnel that the Regu- 
lar services have, but I was of the opinion that almost all these guard 
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units now did have men who would be qualified after having been 
trained to take their place as officers. 

The ones I see in my own State have some of the brightest boys in 
the communities in them. They can do most anything they make up 
their minds to do. 

General Harrison. Well, what the challenge, as I see it, Mr. Chair- 
man, is, is that we are going to have to interest first a number of 
very high-type lads we have in the guard as enlisted personnel and 
interest them in going to our State OCS’s in increased numbers if we 
are going to maintain the officer corps strength. Of course, much of 
this is going to have to be as a result of personnel planning to deter- 
mine what the needs might be in a specific unit in a community over 
a period of 4 or 5 years, and then determine whether in that par- 
ticular unit there are young men who have the capabilities and a 
motivation to be officers. 

The Cuarmman. Don’t you think that the guard has the highest 
efficiency at the present time it has ever had in time of peace? 

General Harrison. Without any question, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. I don’t think any argument can be made on that 
score at all. 

General Harrison. I don’t think anybody can argue that point. 1 
think they are at the very highest in its grand history. 

The CuarrMan. It certainly is my opinion. They have more peo- 
ple who have had real training and know what they are doing as they 
go about their work than ever before. 

Though, of course, the requirements on the personnel are much 
higher than they have ever been before. 

General Harrison. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. But they are better equipped to comply with those 
requirements. 

I have great faith in the National Guard and the present system 
of training and all that we have has brought it to a very high degree 
of efficiency. And I certainly would not want to do anything to 
interfere with that. I don’t know that we can afford to just waive 
the mandatory promotions altogether so far as the guard is concerned. 

General Harrison. No. 

The Cuarmman. We have been furnished by the Army of the num- 
ber of people by grade in the Army National Guard and as well as 
the Reserves who will be eligible for promotion under the provisions 
of this bill, and, that is under the mandatory consideration procedure 

rovided by this bill, and they have said that among 4,575 captains 
in the Army National Guard, 2,527 of them will be eligible for promo- 
tion to the grade of major, and 1,203 of them will be eligible for 
promotion to the grade of lieutenant colonel. 

Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smrrn. I don’t have any questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHatrman. Senator Bush? 

Senator Busn. No, sir. 

_ The Cratrman. I want to say, General, whether I am completely 
in accord with your views on mandatory promotion or not, I realize 
you have got to have more leeway than you have under existing law 
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and I heartily concur with your position in respect to the State cer- 
tifying to any extensions allowed along the line anywhere. I think 
the guard is still primarily a State organization and the Governor of 
the State is, at least under the constitution of my State, is commander 
in chief of the guard just as the President of the United States js 
of the Army and Navy of the United States. 

Thank you very much, General. 

General Harrison. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness before the committee is Col. John 
P. Carlton, who is the executive director of the Reserve Officers Asgo- 
ciation of the United States, who will present the views of that 
organization. 

All of us know Colonel Carlton, the active and imaginative work 
he has done in this position, and he has added even more vitality 
to the Reserve Officers Association. He is accompanied by Colonel 
Boyer who is also even with more years in the association than Col- 
onel Carlton, and Admiral Jackson. We are glad to have all of you 
here and you may proceed, Colonel Carlton, as you may see fit. 


STATEMENT OF COL. JOHN P. CARLTON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. C. M. 
BOYER AND ADM. ALEXANDER JACKSON 


Colonel Cartron. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and mem- 
bers of the committee. In the interests of time and being of maximum 
possible assistance to this committee I should like permission to file 
our formal statement in the record and in lieu of that may I make a 
very brief comment ? 

The Reserve officers of the United States have a great stake in the 
omnibus amendments to ROPA. Prior to the time ROPA was en- 
acted in 1954 there was no statutory personnel or promotion system 
for Reserve officers. We are very grateful to this committee for its 
leadership in giving the Nation’s Reserve officers an incentive in what 
we choose to call our magna carta, a law which spells out precisely the 
conditions under which Reserve officers shall serve and the basis upon 
which they can advance in their part time military service. 

We sat with the House Armed Services Committee for some 14 weeks 
last spring and summer when this bill was going over word for word 
and provision by provision. We believe it is a good bill as it stands. 
It represents a refinement of the law by which the Reserve officers work 
and live. 

The amendments provide a greater degree of equality with the 
Regular officers, based on the same service and circumstances. It im- 
proves the promotion system and substantially increases the effective- 
ness of the Ready Reserve it is an incentive to. 

There is one transcendent aspect of this bill which must be em- 
phasized, and that is that this provides a more competent, a better 
trained and a more modern Reserve for service to the country in the 
event of all out war. All other considerations are of no value if ROPA 
does not give the Nation a Ready Reserve which is capable of ful- 
filling its mission. 

I am sure there are isolated cases relating to retirements and pro- 
motions which are or appear to be wasteful or unjustified and could 
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be used to destroy this system, but I know this committee will recog- 
nize that no system is perfect and no pattern without law. 

Yesterday, Mr. Chairman, a good many technical questions were 
asked by you and other members of this committee about ROPA and 
the background for certain provisions. 

I should like to ask you at this time to hear from Col. C. M. Boyer 
who for more than 30 years has worked with the Reserves and has been 
considered an expert in Reserve law, Reserve regulations, and Reserve 
practices, and Rear Adm, Alexander Jackson who has no lesser back- 
ground of knowledge in Navy Reserve matters. Members of this com- 
mittee know Colonel Boyer and Admiral Jackson and it is not neces- 
sary to tell you that they know more about the subject than any men 
in the United States. 

(The prepared statement of Colonel Carlton follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing before your committee, and being permitted to present our views 
on this important piece of legislation. 

As a whole the provisions of H.R. 8186, which has passed the House of Repre- 
sentatives of Congress, meet with our approval. When we testified before the 
House Armed Services Committee we made certain recommendations to be in- 
serted in the defense bill, H.R. 7325, and are pleased that the recommendations 
we made were adopted. Some of our recommendations were changed to a cer- 
tain extent, but the objectives we had in mind were carried out. We would like 
to comment on certain phases of the bill. 

Page 6, line 4 through line 30, page 8, of H.R. 8186, deals with mandatory 
consideration for promotion of unit officers. 

At the present time, unit officers can only be considered for promotion when 
there is a unit vacancy. We sincerely believe that unit officers should be man- 
datorily considered at the same time as nonunit officers come into the zone of 
consideration. 

If the Promotion Board recommends that a unit officer be promoted, the bill 
further provides that with the approval of the Secretary of the Army he can 
decline his promotion. It further provides at the end of the 3 years he must 
be promoted. If there is no vacancy in the unit, he will be transferred out of 
the unit and become a nonunit officer. 

We think this is a matter of vital importance and this provision should by all 
means be retained in the bill. 

On page 13, line 7, the bill provides that there be colonels in the Army Nurse 
Corps and the Army Specialist Corps. This conforms with a similar provision 
dealing with Regular officers in the Army Nurse Corps and the Army Specialist 
Corps. 

On page 22, line 12 and page 39, line 2, dealing with women officers of the 
Army and Air Force, the age limitations of ages 50 and 55 are removed from 
ROPA. This also conforms with the law dealing with women officers of the 
Regular Army and Regular Air Force. We think it very important that this 
feature be retained in the present bill. 

We believe that the authorized strength of the Marine Corps of 29,500 should 
be retained. 

We recommend that on page 22, of H.R. 8186, line 4, clause 29, be retained. 

At the present time Department of the Army and Air Force base their per- 
centage in grade on authorized strength; in the Navy and Marine Corps it is 
based on board strength. 

Line 3, through line 5, page 23, clause 33, provides that constructive service 
is not counted for total service therefore permitting Reserve officers who have 
been granted constructive service the opportunity to qualify for Reserve 
retirement. 

On page 23, line 7 through 18, dealing with promotion of Navy officers in the 
grades of captain and commander, the bill as presently written provides that 
the Promotion Board may recommend promotion to the next higher grade from 
below the zone, a number of officers that does not exceed 5 percent of the total 
number of officers that the Board is authorized to recommend for promotion. 
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This conforms with a provision dealing with promotion.of Regular Navy Officers 
and we sincerely recommend that this provision be retained in the bill. 

We further recommend that the other provisions dealing with the Navy ang 
Marine Corps Reserve be retained as presently incorporated in H.R. 8186, 

On page 48, lines 8 through 16, this section provides that unit officers will not 
be transferred to the Retired Reserve for length of service until January 1, 19¢9 
However, nonunit officers will be so transferred on July 1, 1960. 

In our testimony before the House Armed Services Committee we strongly 
recommended that unit as well as nonunit officers would be transferred for 
length of service to the Retired Reserve, as of July 1, 1960. The House Armed 
Services Committee, after receiving certain information from the Services that 
there were not too many unit officers involved, changed the date for unit officers 
to January 1, 1962. 

In our national council meeting in Washington, D.C., February 5-6, 1960, the 
council adopted a resolution requesting that nonunit officers be treated the 
same as unit officers, and the date January 1, 1962, be considered for nonunit of- 
ficers. 

We realize the advisability of vitalizing our Reserve forces. In fact, in our 
testimony before the House Armed Services Committee we pointed out that if 
there were to be a flow of promotion, it was necessary that there be a certain 
amount of forced attrition. This forced attrition would have to come in the 
grades of lieutenant, captain, or major, or in the higher grades. 

ROPA provides that officers with length of service which places them in the 
higher grades would be attritted. 

We further pointed out that we realize that especially in the technical and 
professional services we are losing some of our most capable people, in both 
the Regular service as well as the Reserve. 

We further stated that we thought the solution was to amend OPA as well 
as ROPA, and put in a new paragraph providing “There is herewith created 
extra officers in grade.” 

This amendment would further provide that officers who reached the manda- 
tory length of service would be transferred to the category known as extra 
officers in grade. By so doing we would remove these officers from the considera- 
tion for promotion but would keep them on active duty in the Regular service 
and in the Active Reserve. 

In this way the services would have the benefit of the knowledge and back- 
ground of this splendid group of officers. 

We realize there is a problem which confronts our unit officers, should all 
officers in this category be transferred to the Retired Reserve for length of 
service as of July 1, 1960. The commanding officers of many of our units would 
not be able to go to camp with their units this summer. 

On page 44, lines 5 through 16, dealing with a definition in the Army section 
of ROPA, this definition reads as follows: “the period of time by which the age 
of an officer exceeds 25 years.” 

Under this provision the number of years in which an officer’s age exceeds 25 
is constructive service. This constructive service so far as the Reserves are 
concerned counts for total commissioned service and for promotion but does not 
count for retirement . 

In other words, let us assume that an officer was commissioned at age 36. 
When you take 25 from 36 it leaves 11. These 11 years count as total com- 
missioned service, consequently, when an officer has accumulated 17 years of 
actual commissioned service and the 11 years of constructive service are added, 
he then is credited with a total of 28 years of commissioned service if he is in 
the grade of lieutenant colonel and under. 

ROPA provides that as of July 1, 1960, officers who accumulate 28 years of 
commissioned service will be transferred to the Retired Reserve. It will be 
noted that in the example used above an officer in this category is denied the 
opportunity of qualifying for Reserve retirement. 

In our testimony before the House Armed Services Committee we strongly 
recommended that this definition be removed from ROPA. We further pointed 
out that while this definition is in the OPA of 1947, which the provisions of 
ROPA parallel, that Regular officers who are eliminated due to constructive 
service are permitted to count this constructive service for retirement. 

We did not recommend that Reserve officers be permitted to count construc- 
tive service for retirement but we did strongly recommend that they be given the 
opportunity of qualifying for Reserve retirement, which they can do if the 
constructive service definition is removed. 
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After several days of ‘debate on this subject in the House Armed Services 
Committee, section 6 on page 44, lines 5 through 16 was adopted. This lan- 
ge in HLR. 8186 will solve the problem for many officers in this age group 
who had a satisfactory year each year, starting July 1, 1949. " 
Your attention is invited to officers who were commissioned prior to age 25 
have 28 years in which to secure 20 years of satisfactory service for retirement. 
However, Officers in this older age group must secure a satisfactory year each 


yendividuals in the Surgeon General’s Office, Department of the Army, advise 
us that such large numbers of medical officers will be eliminated from the 
Reserves that they will not have sufficient officers in the Active Reserve for 
Mobilization purposes unless this problem is solved. 

This being true, we would recommend that your committee consider our orig- 
inal recommendation to eliminate the definition: “the period of time by which 
the age"of-an officer exceeds 25 years” from the bill. 

Taken as a’ whole, the officers involved are not too numerous, except as noted 
above. Furthermore this whole problem will be solved in a limited number 
of years, inasmuch as the Department of the Army can control this situation by 
commissioning officers in the younger age brackets. If they are compelled to 
commission officers in the Regular service or in the Reserve at a later age, 
especially medical officers and chaplains, they they should give them the same 
opportunity to qualify for retirement as is given officers commissioned at a 
younger age. 

We are pleased that we have had the opportunty to present our views on this 
most vital and needed piece of legislation and we hope your committee will be 
able to come to an early decision. 

Due to the fact that many Reserve officers do not know where they stand 
under ROPA as presently written, it is necessary that this problem be solved 
as soon as possible. 

We wish to again thank the committee for the privilege of appearing before 
you today and for the courtesy extended to us. 

The Cuarrman. All right, Colonel Boyer. 

Colonel Boyer. Mr. Chairman, before I discuss the provisions of 
the bill, 1 would like to commend you yesterday for the great compli- 
ment you paid Senator Smith, because Senator Smith was responsible 
for getting ROPA on the statute books back in 1954, and we wanted 
to add our tribute to the tribute you paid her. 

Tam just going to hit a few of the points that we bring out in our 
discussion. One is the change in the recommended list. The provi- 
sion is that an officer who is recommended but his total commissioned 
services catches up with him before his date of promotion that this 
provides he will be promoted in the retired reserve, the Army have 
made a change there, based on a supposition that some individual 
might volunteer to request to have a date of rank higher than some- 
one else. I never heard of date of rank in the Retired Reserve. If 
you are retired you are retired and to me it is like putting up a straw 
man to knock it down. It is not important. We have no objection 
one way or the other but we think it is simpler to just keep the lan- 
guage as presently written. 

Second, I would like to touch on these deferred officers. Under the 
present bill it provides they can be deferred for 3 years, and if the 
Promotion Board has recommended them for promotion and that 
their recommendation for promotion extend for the 3 years. Now 
this change permits the Secretary to accept a deferment for 1 year, 
and then if they are needed he can accept it for another. 

From the language we are not absolutely sure that the recom- 
mended promotion extends, if the Secretary extends it twice, which 
would be a total of 3 years, whether the recommended promotion will 
go through or whether he will have to go before another board. We 
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think if there is a question on this, then the record should be ¢leay 
and that the one recommendation that he be promoted be extendedifo, 
the 3-year period. wae 

Another feature I would like to talk on is the permission of the De. 
partment of the Navy to dip down below the 5-percent zone for eon. 
sideration of promotion of Reserve officers. 

I was a little bit intrigued with reference to the Secretary’s com. 
ment yesterday about the work it would put on the Promotion Board, 
He didn’t seem to be bothered very much about the extra work which 
i on the Promotion Board to dip down 5 percent for the 
officers but he was trying to save the work of the Promotion Board for 
the Reserves. We think this provision, inasmuch as it is in thedawfor 
Regulars and we are attempting to parallel the Regular promotion, 
that the Reserves should be permitted to have this Promotion Board 
dip down 5 percent in order to select the best qualified, and as an jp. 
ducement to get a lot of the younger officers to stay in. 

The other feature I would like to mention briefly is that provision 
on the authorized strength for the Marine Corps. When ROPA was 
under consideration in 1953 in the House and 1954 in the Senate a 
Marine came before the committee and strongly justified 29,500 an- 
thorized strength, and in fact all the services at that time thought 
possibly the authorized strength would not be sufficient and therefore 
a provision was placed in the law whereby the Secretary could exceed 
the authorized strengths if he felt it was needed for the security of 
the country. 

We see no cogent reason just because the Bureau of the Budget ob- 
jected to the 29,500 why the Marine Corps should be reduced. We 
think that it is an inducement by holding out a certain amount of 
promotional opportunity to keep younger officers in realizing that they 
do have a percentage of chance of getting into the higher grades. 

I would like to comment briefly on this extension to 1962. When 
we testified before the House Armed Services Committee, we strongly 
recommended that the elimination date for length of service be July 1, 
1960. We stated if the committee felt that if there should be a need of 
these older officers, in both the Regular services and in the Reserves 
especially in the technical services, and professional, that we thought 
a better solution could be found instead of stopping our attrition. 
We must have a certain amount of attrition to have a flow of pro- 
motion. We thought the solution might be to amend the Officers 
Personnel Act of 1947 and at the same time amend ROPA and place 
a provision in there which would say there is herewith created extra 
officers in grade and that any officer who reached the mandatory time 
for retirement would be transferred to extra officer in grade. In that 
way you could keep him on active duty instead of retiring in the early 
50’s you could keep him on active duty until age 60 and in the Re 
serves you could get the benefit of these people. 

They would be out of the flow of promotion, they would not be 
eligible to be promoted, but they sank be kept in the active service 
and in the Active Reserve, and we know you must have a flow of attri- 
tion, you must have a certain amount of attrition if you have a flow of 
promotion. 

Prior to World War II, our promotion was primarily on vacancies 
and many of our Reserve officers stood stationary in grade from 1) t0 
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9) years because there was no vacancy to which the could be promoted 
as first lieutenant and captain and, in fact, the same is true with 
Regular service. General Radway told me once he served 16 years 
as a captain because there was no vacancy to which he could be pro- 
moted, so we realize there must. be forced attrition, and we realize 
we are forcing people out in the earlier ages, early 50’s, when ‘at a 
time in their technical services they are reaching the height of their 
mental ability. 

So we think maybe this recommendation to put in a proviso might 
solve that problem and permit us to have our cake and eat it, too. 

At our National Council meeting in February a resolution was 
adopted, stating that nonunit officers should be treated the same as 
unit officers and, therefore, since the unit officers should go the Ist 
of January 1962 the nonunit officers should be the same. 

There’s one other thing I would like to comment on briefly and 
that is a definition in the Army section only which says the numbers 
of years in which a man’s age exceeds 25. What that means is this: 
If an officer, say was 36 years of age when commissioned, you take 
25 years from his age, that is 11. This 11 years of age counts what 
is called constructive service and this counts as total commissioned 
service and counts for promotions but it does not count for retire- 
ment. When this provision was placed in the bill it was put in on the 
last day of the Army hearings in the House and an Army representa- 
tive brought it to the attention of the committee, and inasmuch as we 
were trying to parallel OPA, this provision was placed in ROPA. 
Well, unfortunately the individual who presented this to the com- 
mittee overlooked one thing. He failed to tell the committee and the 
rest of us that in OPA that this constructive time counted for re- 
tirement for Regular officers. It has later been corrected by later 
legislation, but at that time it counted for retirement for Regular 
officers. 

This constructive service not only doesn’t count for retirement in 
ROPA, but it prevents a Reserve officer from qualifying. We don’t 
ask under this provision that an officer count this time for retirement. 
But we do request that he be given the opportunity to qualify. 

Now, the amendment that went in in the House bill, H.R. 8186, does 
this: It does permit an officer who has had a satisfactory year each 
year since 1949, to qualify because it says “who will not be denied the 
opportunity. Anyone who has had the opportunity of qualifying will 
have this provision waived. But if a man had 1 bad year he is out. 
The Army has come up with a better solution than that in the commit- 
tee print, in which they now say that they will leave it to the discre- 
tion of the Secretary. As long as we have Secretaries like we have at 
the present time, this will be fine, but Secretaries change and people 
change in the Pentagon and we are a little fearful of the repercus- 
sions in the future, therefore we think the simplest solution is to do 
what we recommend at the start in the House hearing, and that is to 
eliminate the definition, and in that way there will be no squabbles and 
everybody will understand where he will stand, because, remember 
this, that officers in the Active Reserve who are commissioned at age 
under 25 have 28 years in which to get their 20 years of satisfactory 
service. As long as the services are going to commission officers in the 
older age group, then they should give them the same opportunities of 
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qualifying for retirement as they do those commissioned in the early 
ages. 

The Army can control it. They can refuse to commission anybod 
over 25 but nay won’t be able to get them in the professional and tech. 
nical services if they do. 

Then I would like to comment on just one or two of the suggestions 
of the Coast Guard. As you will see in the committee print, the Coast 
Guard agreed the authorized strength was 6,000 men, officers in the 
Coast Guard Reserve, and they have been building toward that. They 
are not up to that but that is their goal. 

_ Well, due to the fact that the Bureau of the Budget objected to that 
in their statement yesterday they revised their original statement and 
asked for 5,000 authorized strength. We think it should stay at 6,000 
We are a little doubtful of the Bureau of the Budget taking a position 
on personnel matters. This is not a money matter. We would cer. 
tainly request that you keep the Coast Guard Reserve at the 6,000 in- 
stead of 5,000 strength. . 

_ The changes with reference to percentage in grade, we have no ob- 
jection to. We also think letting the Coast Guard go below the zone 
of consideration 5 percent for selection of officers in the higher grade 
should be the same as the Navy. 

Mr. Chairman, that deals with our statement. I have tried to hit 
the highlights on of bringing out the things that might be controver- 
sial. 

After, if you have some question, we will be happy to answer them 
and after that I would like to have the opportunity with your per- 
mission to deal with the problem brought up yesterday with reference 
to the retirement feature dealing with Reserves on extended active 
duty. 

The Cuatrman. Why don’t you go ahead and clean it up now? 

Colonel Borer. Well, first, we do not think that a provision dealing 
with retirement should come in a promotion law. Now we realize 
there were some horrible examples placed before you in the record 
yesterday about which I want to touch on as to what happened on 
those, but there was failed to b ced in the record, Mr. Chairman, 
the fact that of the outstanding work that 99.5 percent of these Re- 
serves on extended active duty and who served in World War II and 
Korea, we had nothing in the record on that. 

Now during World War IT, I had many officers when I was in the 
Chief of Staff’s office, Reserves come through and say “You know 
there is a friend of mine over in the Far East or in Europe who was 
the executive officer of a regiment. The regimental commander be- 
came a casualty, and this officer assumed command, and carried him 
right on through doing an outstanding job. A few days later a 
Regular colonel of the Regular service was put in command and later 
he became a casualty. In some cases this happened two or three 
times. This officer was a lieutenant colonel, and he might get his 
colonel in the Reserve, but because he didn’t have 30 days’ active duty, 
he would not be eligible to retire in his permanent grade even though 
he had shown his ability. So I think that we should have in the 
record some of the outstanding work that had been done by these 
people. 
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Now there are two phases of this proposed amendment, Mr. Chair- 

man, dealing with retirement. One is that those officers who com- 
lete their 20 years in the Army, 20 years active Federal duty and 

are retired and kept in the Active Reserve, in the Air Force, and 
Navy, when they get 20 years they are put on the retired list. Iam 
not a lawyer and I haven’t been able to satisfy my mind how an 
officer who is given retired pay is not considered a retired officer. 
The Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 says there will be three 
categories : The Ready Reserve, the Standby Reserve, and Retired 
Reserve. Nevertheless they have a legal decision in the Army inas- 
much as he is not a retired reservist that he just retired in AUS he 
can stay in the Active Reserve, he later gets promoted and later has 
his retired pay recomputed to receive pay in his higher grade. The 
Army is looking into this. 

As Mr. Milton said yesterday, the number involved is very few. I 
think it ought to go to the section 5 committee of the Army ; and then 
it ought to go to the Reserve Forces Policy Committee of the Secre- 
tary of Defense in order that a complete study could be made with 
this particular subject in mind, and I believe that the Army will come 
up with a solution. ‘ 

I do realize the problem they have. You take some of these Re- 
serve officers who have got 20 years’ active duty. They may be elec- 
tronic experts and otherwise but they are relieved from active duty 
and they are some of the best officers we have, and the Army would 
like to keep them in the Active Reserve. Well, I have no objection 
to that, and I think it is admirable that it can be done. Maybe there 
should be some inducement whereby they could accumulate a little 
time and increase their retired pay, not under title II but under title 
IiI. But I think when the Army puts this before the Section 5 
Committee and it comes up for study they will be able to do some- 
thing. 

I would like to talk about one or two of those horrible examples. 
One was that this Reserve officer, a captain of 22 years’ service, was 
retired for physical disability and then was retired—I mean retired 
as a captain, with no active duty. In the first place any officer who 
held a commission for 22 years, and was not called to duty in World 
War II, and was not called to duty in Korea—why the service kept 
that man as a Reserve officer is hard to understand. This is purely 
an administrative matter and I would also like to say this: That when 
Congress in its wisdom put the Career Compensation Act on the 
statute books, in which it was provided that an individual who was 
retired for disability would be retired in the highest grade held, that 
what I think you had in mind, if I remember some of the hearings, 
was that you felt that any person whose health was injured and who 
was retired for disability, that the Congress should be just as liberal 
with that individual as possible. 

And so I mention that to you as to one thing. 

Now, the other example was an officer who was relieved, I believe 
on the basis of being incompetent. Well, it has been our contention 
over the years, and I have appeared before this committee and we have 
always said this: That any officer relieved from active duty because 
he is incompent should be discharged from his Reserve commission. 
We have always gone on the theory, “Hard to get in but easy to get 
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out,” and when an officer does not measure up then it is an admin. 
istrative error if they permit him to stay in the Reserve. 

Another administrative error occurred if he got a promotion and 
here is the way that could easily have happened. 

Remember this, promotion boards are fair, and while all they haye 
before them is the paper record of that individual, now let’s assume 
on this paper record through some error—and this could happen jp 
an organization as big as the services—that through some error those 
papers showing he was relieved for being incompetent are not in his 
personnel file which the promotion board is considering, and let's 
further assume that the officer who rated him gave him a good rati 
then naturally the promotion board, with the record they have before 
them, would promote him. 

I know this can happen because during my service in the Pentagon 
in World War II, I had occasion to send down and get the files of 
officers for whom I was told to make recommendations for certain posi- 
tions, and time after time I found this happened. 

I would have the file come up and over in the middle of that file [ 
would find papers with reference to another officer that had no sim- 
ilarity in name whatsoever. Somebody in filing had made a mistake 
and shoved that in. 

So those are mistakes that can occur, inasmuch as we are human 
beings, and will occur in the future. 

Now, the second phase—so much for the records. I would like to 
say this: That 98 percent of the officers in the Army and Air Foree 
during World War II and over 90 percent of the Navy and over 80 
percent of the Army and Air Force in Korea were reservists. This 
pilin true, certainly the record they made was such that we should 
recognize what they did for this country, and I have heard people 
make the statement that these Reserves who stayed on active duty 
did so because they could not make a living in civilian life. 

Well, I am sure that members of this committee have heard people 
out in the States say that the reason people go to Congress is because 
they can’t make a living in civilian hfe, and they want that high re- 
tirement. [ Laughter. | 

I think that is an unjustified criticism to say that a man could not 
make a living. 

Senator Busu. You are not supporting that statement—that last 
one—are you? [Laughter. | 

Colonel Borer. No, I am not. I am merely repeating hearsay. 
But I was trying to illustrate the point that I think that kind of 
criticism is unjustified, and my attitude is this: I don’t care for what 
reason a man stays on active duty, whether he stays there because it is a 
better living than he can make in civilian life or whether he stays 
there because he wants retirement. The fact that he is there and his 
services are available to this country and he delivers the goods, to me 
is the big criterion. And these people are delivering the goods. 

Now, the second factor of this proposed amendment deals with re- 
tirement of Reserve officers at the end of their 20-year period. At 
the present time, the present law provides that when a Reserve officer 
completes his 20 years’ Federal active duty he may be retired and all 
of our retirement laws, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, prior to World War II were based on retirement in an officer's 
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rmanent grade. Every officer was retired in his permanent grade, 
and it was in 1943 that your committee, Mr. Chairman, changed the 
jaw for disability retirement. 

For instance, I think at that time we brought before the commit- 
tee some horrible examples. Here was a first lieutenant Regular 
Army, first lieutenant Reserve, and a first lieutenant direct appoint- 
ment Army United States. They all got up to the grade of major and 
all were retired for physical disability. Under the law the first lieu- 
tenant Regular Army and Reserve had to be retired as first lieuten- 
ants. But the AUS, or the direct appointment, every time he got a 
promotion he va cated his old post so he was retired as a major. So 
your committee and Congress in their wisdom saw fit to change the 
jaw to provide that officers retired for disability would be retired in 
the grade in which serving when the disability occurred. 

When title II of Public Law 810 was placed on the statute nooks, 
I would like to get this straight, that this is not an active duty re- 
tirement. It is active duty retirement to this extent: That it is pro- 
vided for the Regular services, but as an inducement by Congress to 

et better Reserve officers to stay on active duty, they put this proviso 
in the law that any officer who completed his 20 years’ Federal active 
duty would, could request retirement. 

It isn’t mandatory, it is permissive, and they further put in the 
law if 10 years of that service were as an officer, even though he is an 
enlisted man, he can request retirement, a provision Congress put in 
there more or less as an inducement to get better people to stay on 
active duty. 

Now that law, Mr. Chairman, provided retirement in the perma- 
nent grade when it was written. It did have one proviso which said 
this: That any officer who served in a higher temporary grade between 
the ist of September 1940 through to September 1946 could be ad. 
vanced on the retired list to his highest temporary grade. Then in 
1955 or 1956, I forget the year, Congress changed the law to provide 
that officers could be retired in their highest temporary or permanent 
grade. 

Now, what has happened? We have major generals who have re- 
tired who have a temporary grade of lieutenant colonel or colonel. 

The cost of retirement went up and when we put in the proviso that 
they retire in their temporary grade instead of their permanent, and 
if a proviso along this line dealing with the Reserves that they could 
not retire in their permanent grade, is discriminatory and, Mr. Chair- 
man, here is the reason I make the remark, it is discriminatory be- 
cause it hits only the Reserves. First, there is no Regular active 
duty officer serving below his permanent grade. And second he has 
two chances for retirement. For instance, if he gets a pass over on 
temporary promotion, and then his permanent promotion comes up, 
and he is promoted in his permanent grade, then he is assured of re- 
tirement either way; if it is temporary he gets retired in that grade, 
if it is permanent he gets in that grade but your Reserve officer, 
you're telling him that “you can only get your promotion in the grade 
which you are serving.” 

_ Well, unfortunately due to the lack of vacancies in the grades of 
lieutenant colonel and colonel, only a very small percentage of our 
Reserve officers on active duty can get a temporary promotion. They 
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do get their permanent promotion. So what we are doing here, ye 

are discriminating against the Reserves. If we attempt to tie 9 
provision in here on retirement say ing that “You must retire in the 
grade in which serving, we don’t recognize your permanent, grade,” 
and furthermore, and x know this is not true, it 1s not so intended, 
but here is what happens. It cheapens our Reserve commissions, and 
it cheapens the Reserve commission of every officer because we are 
saying, “Well, we cannot give you a temporary promotion, we are 
giving you permanent, but that doesn’t amount to anything,” and 
I am sure it is not the intent of the committee to consider legislation 
that deals purely with one component, and that is the reserves and 
that is what this proposed amendment does. 

We are very proud of our Reserve commissions. In fact during 
the war, I got ordered to duty at lieutenant colonel and I was pro- 
moted as colonel and I h: appened to be at a social function one evening 
and one lady said “Of course, you are in the Regular service,” and 
I said, “No, ma’am, I am in the Reserves but you are paying the 
Regular service a might fine compliment, ”* so I want to point out 
we are very proud of ‘these commissions and we hate like ev erything 
to see anything done that would change this concept. 

We didn’t receive notice that this “proposed amendment was going 
to be under consideration until the 13th of May and we don’t think 
that the services were notified until a few weeks before that, and we 
don’t think that is sufficient time to thoroughly study this subject. 
If this matter is delayed a little longer, the cost will be negligible 
What we would like to seriously rec ‘ommend to the committee, and 
we think our retirement laws do need inspecting and possibly revision, 
is to have the committee direct that the Secretary of Defense initiate 
a study and give him a date limit, but to initiate a study and come 
up ata definite date with their recommendations of revision of our 

retirement laws, and at which time that all of us can have a chance 
to take a look at their recommendation and we can sit down and 
deliberate and if some of these provisions need to be added to our 
retirement laws, then after mature deliberation it can be done. We 
don’t think it should be done by an off-the-cuff decision. 

It has been a pleasure, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Smith? 

Senator Smirn. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Colonel Boyer, thank you 
very much for those very generous words with regard to myself on 
the ROPA. Of course, I ‘could have done very little if it had not 
been for the distinguished chairman of this committee. 

Colonel, you brought up a point about retirement on the 25 years 
less provision. 

Colonel Boyer. Yes. 

Senator Smirxn. Are you proposing that the retirement laws be 
acted on in this bill ? 

Colonel Boyer. No; that wasn’t it. This 25 years, that is in the 
bill at the present time. The bill as presently written, ROPA, 
says the number of years in which age exceeds 25 and what we are 
recommending is that the provision be taken out of the present law. 

Senator Smrrn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, that is all. 

The CuatrmMan. Senator Bush ? 

Senator Busu. No, sir, thank you. 
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The CuarrMAN. Admiral Jackson ? 

Admiral Jackson. I have nothing further to add, sir. 

The CHarrmMANn. Do you hav e anything further, Colonel ? 

Colonel Cartton. No, sir, thank you very mue h. 

The CHAIRMAN. We are certainly glad to have had you. 

The next witness, representing the Air Force Association, is Gen. 
Don Strait, vice chairman of the Air National Guard Council. You 
may pr oceed, General Strait. 

General Srrarr. Mr. Chairman, I also have Col. John Gray with 
me this morning who is director of Reserve affairs for the Air Force 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. DONALD J. STRAIT, AIR FORCE ASSOCI- 
ATION; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. JOHN GRAY, DIRECTOR OF 
RESERVE AFFAIRS 


General Srrair. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
a representative of the president of the Air Force Association, Mr. 
Howard Markey, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this 
committee during its examination and consideration of H.R. 8186, a 
bill to amend titles 10 and 14, United States Code, with respect to 
Reserve commissioned officers of the Armed Forces. 

The Air Force Association with over 55,000 members, of which 
some 15,000 are Air Force reservists and Air National Guard men, is 
the largest organization of Air Force veterans and reservists in the 
nation. 

Since its inception, the Air Force Association has always been vi- 
tally concerned with the affairs of Air Reserve Forces members, as 
we firmly believe in the requirement to maintain wughly responsive 
and efficient Air Reserve Forces as part of this Nation’s aerospace 
power. 

I had the privilege of representing this association before the 
House Armed Services Committee during their very detailed and 
exhaustive hearings to prepare a bill which would effect further im- 
provements in the administration and implementation of ROPA, 
since its enactment. 

The Air Force Association believes H.R. 8186 to be a good bill which 
if enacted into law, will correct the major deficiencies and adminis- 
trative problems which have been encountered in implementing the 
law. 

Specifically this association desires to comment on the following 
provisions within the Air Force title of H.R. 8186: 

Section 8363, clause (43)(A) “Elimination of Air Force ‘pusher 
clause’.” 

The “pusher clause” has in effect promoted many Reserve officers in 
advance of the date on which they might have otherwise expected 
to be promoted. This has result ed in the promotion of officers in 
lower priority program elements ahead of those in the Ready Re- 
serve. In addition, the Ready Reserve has been forced to attrite a 
number of highly qualified officers as they have been pushed into the 
promotion zone by junior officers prior to meeting the full require- 
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ments of both time in grade and years of service. This provision 
will insure that officers in the Reserve components of the Riv Force 
if mobilized, will be in grades more nearly consistent with their age 
and service. The Air Force Association recommends the enactment 
of this amendment to section 8363, title 10, United States Code, 

Section 8369, section 1, clause (51) authority to retain officers pro. 
moted to the grade of captain or certain classes of officers promoted 
to the grade of major when no vacancies exist in that grade within 
their units. 

The Air Force Association does not favor the elimination of this 
provision as expressed within the Air Force departmental report, 

This provision was recognized as a major administrative weak- 
ness by this association during our presentation to the House Armed 
Services Committee. It is true that the intent of this amendment js 
presently being accomplished through administrative means. Hoy- 
ever, it 1s also true that the present Air Force position could change, 
and a very valuable segment of our Reserve could be promoted out 
of their units. Since only a small portion of the positions in the unit 
structure of the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve are 
authorized grades higher than lieutenant, an undesirable situation 
could arise in the future. 

The Air Force Association recommends the enactment of this 
amendment to section 8396, section 1, clause (51), title 10, United 
States Code. 

Section 8212, clause (39) (A) : Authority to exceed authorized grade 
strengths through the grade of colonel. The present restriction on 
unit vacancy promotions in the grade of major and lieutenant colonel 
was brought about by the number of mandatory promotions gen- 
erated since enactment of ROPA in 1954. This restriction has lim- 
ited the essential development of many fine young officers, and we 
‘cannot afford to lose this valuable resource in the future due to a lack 
of incentive and motivation. The responsibility of these young offi- 
cers, many of whom are commanders, is increasing daily as we train 
in more complex aircraft and equipment. It is becoming increasingly 
more difficult to hold and retain these young officers as they are be- 
coming frustrated, disgusted, and losing interest as they see reservists 
receiving mandatory promotions in nonunit programs where in they 
are not required to assume the responsibilities of the magnitude of 
the Ready Reserve commander or combat air crewman. 

The Air Force Association strongly recommends the enactment of 
this amendment to section 8212, title 10, United States Code. 

The Air Force Association concurs with the Department of the 
Air Force in respect to those provisions of H.R. 8186 which delay, 
until January 1, 1962, for unit officers of the Air Force Reserve and 
Air National Guard the implementation of the statutory years of 
service and time in grade vitalization provisions of ROPA. 

This association believes that there has been sufficient transition 
period before the vitalization features would take full effect, and we 
are aware of no cogent reasons which would justify and delay in the 
full implementation of the act in respect to the Air Force Reserve 
and the Air National Guard. 

It is our understanding that, during these hearings on ROPA, this 
committee plans to consider the Department of Defense legislative 
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roposal on Reserve general officers in the Air Force as stated on page 
1 of the committee print on H.R. 8186. The Air Force Association 
has carefully reviewed this legislation “to change the method of pro- 
motion of Reserve officers of the Air Force to Reserve general officer 
grades” and urges its enactment by the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to take this opportunity to express 
the appreciation of this association for the privilege to present our 
yiews on the proposed legislative amendments to the Reserve Officers 
Personnel Act of 1954 which we believe are so vital to the continued 
revitalization and development of a Reserve Force capable of meeting 
the wartime requirements and readiness demands of the future. 

That is our prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. We are glad to have you present these views, Gen- 
eral Strait. 

Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smiry. I have no questions. 

The CuatrmMan. Thank you very much, General. 

The next witness represents the Marine Corps Reserve Officers As- 
sociation, and their views will be presented by Col. Arthur B. Hanson, 
judge advocate general of this organization. Proceed. 


STATEMENT OF COL. ARTHUR B. HANSON, MARINE CORPS RESERVE 
OFFICERS ASSOCIATION 


Colonel Hanson. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Smith, and gentlemen of the 
committee, my name is Arthur B. Hanson. I am managing partner 
of law offices of Elisha Hanson in Washington, D.C., a colonel in the 
Marine Corps Reserve with more than 19 years’ service in the ready 
category and, apropros of certain recent observations of Senator John- 
son’s subcommittee, 43 years of age. 

I appear before you today in my capacity as judge advocate gen- 
eral of the Marine Corps Reserve Officers Association to give to the 
committee our views concerning certain of the proposed amendments 
to ROPA peculiarly related to the Marine Corps Reserve. 

I think it appropriate at this point to inform the committee that 
our organization was founded in 1926 by Maj. Gen. Melvin J. Maas, 
U.S. Marine Corps Reserve (retired) and a former member of the 
Congress of the United States. General Maas is chairman of our 
board and is cognizant of these hearings and would be here today ex- 
cept for the fact that he is presently incapacitated by a slight stroke 
and isin the Bethesda Naval Hospital. 

I know that the committee will be pleased to know that General 
Maas is recovering and will be out of the hospital soon. 

The Cuatrman. We are certainly happy to hear that, and we hope 
he will soon be fully restored to health. 

Colonel Hanson. It is not my intention to go into the details of 
such matters as relate to the other services. Others, better versed 
than I, have or will give the committee the benefit of their views on 
these matters. 

First, let me state that I appeared before the House Armed Services 
Subcommittee last June 10 and supported certain views that I shall 
reiterate here today. Suffice to say that the House committee and the 
House of Representatives adopted our viewpoint last June and we 
believe properly so. 
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Now to those specific items of legislation that our association deems 
important to take a position on, and in saying that let me state that 
we have just finished our 34th annual military conference and cop. 
vention in Chicago on May 22 at which meeting all items discussed 
here today were reviewed. 

At the outset let me state that MCROA is glad that the Depart- 
ment of the Navy and, of course, Headquarters, Marine Corps, have 
supported our views relative to 10 general officers in the Marine Corps 
Reserve. 

This is a change from their position of last year, and we are pleased 
to see that recent studies have supported the views which we expressed 
before the House committee on this subject. 

We do not see any reason to burden the record of this hearing 
further on this other than to state that MCROA believes that the 
figure 10 has an appropriate relationship to the number of Marine 
Corps Reserve generals who could be appropriately called to duty 
on M-day and be placed to the effective use of the Marine Corps Es- 
tablishment at that time. 

The other item which we specifically discussed with the House 
committee last June related to the authorized strength picture of 
Marine Corps Reserve officers under ROPA. The present law an- 
thorizes 29,500 Marine Reserve officers. The Department of the Navy 
and Headquarters, Marine Corps, advocate a reduction of that figure 
to 24,500 and support a rank distribution based on an authorized 
strength as opposed to an on-board strength if such a reduction be 
approved. 

MCROA’s position last June and today is clear cut. We have 
been unable to ascertain an effective reason which would better the 
administration of Marine Corps personnel by reducing the figure 
now in the law. This position remains unchanged despite Secretary 
Jackson’s statement of yesterday on the subject. 

We fully appreciate the fact that the figure of 24,500 more nearly 
approaches mobilization requirements as they are now established. 

We also are fully cognizant that today not even 24,500 Marine Corps 
Reserve officers are in the ready category. 

We are also cognizant of the fact that our senior Marine Reserve 
officers are not promoted in the same percentages relative to rank dis- 
tribution as are the members of the Regular cemponent. 

Under ROPA the Reserve is permitted 2 percent colonels. The 
Regular component has 4.3 percent. In the lieutenant colonels rank 
the Reserve is permitted 6 percent and the Regular component was 
8.8 percent. The rank of major under existing ROPA is 22 percent 
to the Reserve and the Regular corresponding figure is 17 percent but 
under the proposed amendment in section 5458 majors in the Reserve 
are reduced to 12 percent. Wein nosense direct criticism at the Regu- 
lar component by pointing out these figures, but we would be much 
more likely to go along with a proposed reduction if that reduction 
carried with it a percentage rank distribution that is the same as the 
Regular component rather than a lesser figure. 

It takes no genius to recognize that 2 percent of 29,500 is a larger 
figure than 2 percent of 24,500 and correspondingly different in the 
other ranks. 
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We make this suggestion, that the committee go along with the House 
committee and leave this figure as it is until such a time as the Regular 
Establishment has an opportunity to review the question of percent- 
age rank distribution with us and see whether or not we could not 
come back to the committee with agreement on this subject or in lieu 
thereof substitute the percentage rank distribution figures in each 
rank which are now available to the Regular component. 

It is interesting to note that the Regular component presently con- 
sists of approximately 10,000 Regular officers on active duty. 

The Reserve component consists of more than 22,000 officers in the 
ready category, some 6,000 of whom are on active duty with the Regu- 
larcomponent. The disparity of the percentages in rank distribution 
thus becomes all the more apparent. 

It isalso interesting to note that on behalf of the Navy Reserve, Mr. 
Jackson defends a figure of 150,000 as opposed to a Budget Bureau 
suggestion of 130,000. 

We merely interpose that, Mr. Chairman, to illustrate our query as 
to why the insistence on reducing us from 29,500 to 24,500. 

The Cuarrman. That didn’t go unnoticed by the committee, Colone). 

Colonel Hanson. No, another subject has arisen which didn’t come 
up during the House hearings, so far as we are concerned, and that is 
the subject of below the zone promotions. MCROA/’s position on this 
is very simple. We neither oppose nor suport below the zone pro- 
motions. 

A simple examination of the lineal list of the Marine Corps Reservs 
indicates to us that if a probem exists in this field it will be cured 
within 4 years. We do point out that both the Regular and Reserve 
components of the Army and Air Force have such promotion au- 
thority and the Regular components of the Navy and Marine Corps 
have such authority. 

If in its wisdom the committee should recommend such authority 
for the Navy Reserve as is presently proposed in the legislation, this 
would make the Marine Corps Reserve the only component in the 
Armed Forces without such authority. This appears somewhat incon- 
gruous but, again, from MCROA’s standpoint, we do not believe such 
authority to be necessary. 

One other item that might be worthy of some comment is the re- 
moval or nonremoval of the word “permanent” in the law where it 
relates to the number of Reserve general officers. 

Again, we do not feel strongly on this issue. We don’t know who 
put in the word “permanent” when the legislation was codified. Our 
information is that neither the Marine Corps nor MCROA had any- 
thing to do with it. We do believe, however, that the committee 
should go slowly before changing this wording, for we can envision 
atime of emergency, short of war, wherein, then in the wisdom of the 
commander in chief, there might be a reason to promote more Re- 
serve generals than ROPA provides. It is my understanding that, if 
the word, “permanent” is removed, this would present a question. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the committee has been most courteous and 
gracious in permiting us to present our views here and I wish to thank 
you personally for the kind treatment which MCROA/’s witnesses 
have always received. It is an honor to appear before you. 

If I can answer any questions, I should be glad to do so. 
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The Cuarman. Any questions, Senator Smith? 

Senator Smirn. No, I have no questions. 

The Crarrman- Thank you very much, Colonel Hanson, we are a]. 
ways glad to have you present the views of your organization here. 

lonel Hanson. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness represents the Naval Research 
Association. The views of that organization will be presented by 
the national vice president for legislation, Capt. Robert G. Burke, 
USS. Navy, retired. 

Have a seat, Captain Burke. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. ROBERT G. BURKE, USN, RETIRED, NA- 


TIONAL VICE PRESIDENT FOR LEGISLATION, NAVAL RESERVE 
ASSOCIATION 


Captain Burke. Mrs. Smith and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
very much honored, as is the Naval Reserve Association, to appear 
before you today and to speak for a few moments on some of the 
features on H.R. 8186 which have to do with the Naval Reserve. 

I have prepared a formal statement which I filed with the clerk 
and in the interest. of expediting time, I will just ask that it be printed 
and made a part of the record. 

The Cuairman. That statement will be made a part of the record. 

Captain Burke. With your permission I will just take up a few 
minutes and go into several items. 

The CuairmMan. We would appreciate that, Captain. 

Captain Burke. The Naval Reserve Association has for a number 
of years advocated parity of promotion between the Regular and Re- 
serve officers of the Navy. By and large that has been achieved 
through ROPA and there is a very little that remains undone as far 
as the Naval Reserve is concerned. 

However, there are two items which seem to have aroused some 
controversy, and some slight opposition. The items we support, and 
they have to do, one with below-the-zone promotion. 

Now, from what I have learned and from what I have heard in the 
Navy Department, that seems to be something that has appeared out 
of the thin air, something most unusual. Actually, it is not unusual at 
all, not even for the Naval Reserve, because before ROPA the Navy 
reserved that opportunity in law. 

In the Naval Reserve Act of 1938 there was permission provided for 
dipping below the zone. Why was it omitted from ROPA? I hon- 
estly don’t know. I made many inquiries and conducted quite a study 
of the hearings at the time of ROPA, and I also interviewed General 
Maas who was mentioned here a moment ago and who had so much to 
do with the introduction of this legislation. 

General Maas told me he didn’t know why the provision for dipping 
below the zone was left out of ROPA. Certainly no one raised the 
issue. Nothing was said about it that I could find, sir, nothing in the 
record to indicate that anyone in the Department of Defense, the Navy 
or any place else really opposed it. It was just left out. 

Now the result has been that there is now a disparity of opportu- 
nity between the Regular and the Reserve naval officer. 
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True it is that dipping below the zone is not the normal, but the 
opportunity is given to the Regular Establishment to go below the 
gone of consideration and pick out the head and shoulders man, the 
man who has demonstrated in his naval career that he is a leader, he is 
outstanding in his profession, and if given the opportunity to arise 
in the service earlier than would be normally expected under the selec- 
tion system, he would produce for the Navy and for the Nation. 

The evidence established by many distinguished naval officers who 
have been selected from below the zone proves the point, and I always 
point with great pride to the gentleman I called my Swedish cousin, 
Admiral Burke. He was picked from 92 below the zone, I believe, 
at the time of his selection, and it caused such a furor, but the results 
proved that it was very well worth while. 

Now, a few years ago the Navy convened a board called the Reserve 
Promotion Evaluation Board. It was headed up by Adm. Felix John- 
son, U.S. Navy, Retired, and its membership was both Regular and 
Reserve. It was my good fortune to be a member of that board and 
we traveled for some 7 to 9 months among Reserve establishments 
around the country interviewing Reserve officers in the field, and I 
daresay, sir, there wasn’t a single place that we met or took testimony 
where the question did not arise, why does the Reserve officer not have 
the opportunity of being selected from below the zone. = 

Well, we had no answer except that the law didn’t permit it. But 
in our recommendation to the Secretary of the Navy we recom- 
mended that legislation be introduced which would provide the same 
opportunity for the Reserve officer as for the Regular in being se- 
lected from below the zone. 

I have set forth that recommendation in my prepared statement. 

The Secretary of the Navy approved the recommendation in princi- 
ple. But he said something that is very disturbing to Reserve officers 
generally, and I quote: 

Only in isolated cases could a Reserve office demonstrate such outstanding 
performance as to merit accelerated promotion. 

Well, now, sir, we simply do not believe that is true. There are 
many, many outstanding Naval Reserve officers who have been deeply 
interested, deeply active in naval affairs who have participated and 
who have come up on a parity, I am sure, with their Regular con- 
temporaries in intellectual acumen, in ability, in executive capacity, 
and so on, who are head-and-shoulder people, and who could be se- 
lected from below the zone if the opportunity was provided for. 

Now, only recently, the Subcommittee on Preparedness, highlighted 
this very point in one of its conclusions when, after very intense and 
very acute study, for which we in the Naval Reserve Association 
certainly commend the subcommittee and the general committee, it 
was a tremendous study of the flag officer situation and Reserves, but 
you came up with this conclusion, among others: 

Captains promoted to rear admiral in the Naval Reserve are much more 
advanced in age than their counterparts in the Regular Navy. Hence, the 
fundamental criteria of future potential to the Navy and the Nation, held so 
essential by the military departments to justify promotions in the senior grades 
is more limited due to the closer proximity of retirement. 

Your subcommittee demonstrated that about as fully as could be, 
by showing the ages at which Naval Reserve officers were selected for 
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flag as contrasted to their contemporaries in the Regular. Establish. 
ment, and your subcommittee also emphasized that.age is-acfactor 

Now, there are two schools of thought on that. There have been 
several articles published recently in the Naval Institute proceed; 
one by Admiral Sabin, who says that age is not the criterion. Neyer 
mind the younger men, it’s experience that counts. To the contra 
in an article in this month’s or May’s issue of the Institute proceedings 
by a young lieutenant who says: “Let’s dig deep and find the talent,” 

Now, it’s true he is speaking of the Regular Establishment, but it’s 
equally applicable to the Reserves, sir, and we so submit. 

Now, the Navy has said that this isn’t feasible because it creates 
an administrative load in examining records and, furthermore, that 
records of Reserve officers are rather thin. Well, I don’t know 
whether they mean thin in size or thin in content or substance, 
They are not thin in size, that I can assure you, because I sat on 
selection boards and they are very thick as a rule when you get to 
senior grades. 

But even if it is an administrative problem, it is one that certainly 
can be solved with great ease if the effort is made and if it is desired 
to have such a situation. 

We think, sir, that dipping below the zone would be an incentive 
to the Naval Reserve officer, we believe it would inspire him to do bet- 
ter as a Naval Reserve officer, it would inspire him to do better as a 
citizen because his very contribution to the citizenship, to the com- 
munity, is reflected in his record and from that his leadership quali- 
fications and other abilities are pronounced. 

So, we urge, sir, as strongly as we can, that the provision written 
into the bill as it stands today be left there. 

Now, we are not by any means, and I want to emphasize this, ad- 
vocating that only captains go to flag. By no means. It can go all 
the way down the line and that is the way we would like to see it, to 
be across the board so that the head and shoulder man, whether he be 
a lieutenant (junior grade) or whether he be a captain, be given the 
opportunity to rise above his contemporaries because he has what it 
takes to go up, and the Navy and the Nation will benefit. 

So much for below the zone promotions. 

The next item has to do with a section which would permit the See- 
retary of the Navy to defer retirement of Naval Reserve officers of 
lieutenant commander and above who have been twice passed over for 
a period of varied years. The varied years is based upon the construe- 
tive credit which these people have received and which, under the 
present system, is considered in computing total commissioned service 
for purposes of attrition out, but not for purposes of retirement. 

I think the subject was covered earlier by other witnesses this morn- 
ing and quite adequately and it does not behoove me to waste your time 
on further comment on that. It is an important item, however, and it 
will permit certain fine Naval Reserve officers who, unfortunately, hap- 
pen to have a few years constructive credit, and, again unfortunately, 
have been passed over and must therefore involuntarily go out. It 
will give them a chance to remain in. It is discretionary, just as below 
the zone promotion will be discretionary. Nobody has to exercise it. 
But it is there if you want it. 


— 


Th 


any ¢ 


Se 
Tl 
ful « 
ceed 
C; 
(] 


Mi 
to aj 
with 
of 18 

M 
and 
past 
ASS¢ 
inte 
qua 
witl 
Per: 

T 
fice! 
of t 
dev 
me! 

its 
thr 
Me 
I 
the 
Sta 
Th 
to- 
str 
cor 

Off 

siz 

no 
all 
sa 

Wi 

Ar 


by 
he 


th 
in 






























































RESERVE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT AMENDMENTS 85 


Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to answer 

any questions that I can. sins 
he CHAIRMAN. Senator Smith. 

Senator Smiru. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. Well, we thank you, Captain, and we will give care- 
ful consideration to your presentation when the full committee pro- 
ceeds to pass upon the bill. 

Captain Burke. Thank you very much, 

(Prepared statement of Captain Burke follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before you on behalf of the Naval Reserve Association and to discuss 
with you H.R. 8186 (omnibus amendments to the Reserve Officer Personnel Act 
of 1954) insofar as that bill affects tit Naval Reserve. 

My name is Robert Granville Burke. I am an attorney in New York City 
and a captain in the U.S. Naval Reserve in an inactive duty status. For the 
past 2 years I have been the vice president for legislation of the Naval Reserve 
Association and by virtue of hoiding that billet and of my own deep personal 
interest and activity in the Naval Reserve since 1943 I have become well ac- 
quainted with not only the problems of the Naval Reserve cut, more particularly, 
with the proposed legislation now before you and with the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954 which H.R. 8186 proposes to amend. 

The Naval Reserve Association is composed of over 4,200 Naval Reserve of- 
ficers, active and inactive, dedicated to support the military and naval policies 
of the United States to the end that national defense and national security be 
developed and strengthened through the means of an adequate Naval Establish- 
ment, including a well-trained and readily available Naval Reserve. NRA has 
its national headquarters here in Washington and chapters and membership 
throughout the country. Included on its membership rolls are a number of the 
Members of Congress who are also Naval Reserve officers. 

In the first session of this Congress there was introduced at the request of 
the Department of Defense H.R. 7325 which proposed to amend title 10, United 
States Code, with respect to reserve commissioned officers of the Armed Forces. 
The purpose of that legslation, which has now become H.R. 8186, is to bring up- 
to-date those provisions of the law pertinent to the “promotion, precedent, con- 
structive credit, distribution, retention, and elimination of officers of the Reserve 
components of the Armed Forces” which were originally enacted as the Reserve 
Officer Personnel Act of 1954, as amended. 

In originally submitting this legislation the Department of Defense empha- 
sized that one of the cardinal principles employed in developing the legislation 
now before you was that the promotion systems for Reserve officers shall par- 
allel to the extent practicable the promotion systems for Regular officers of the 
same Armed Forces. The Department of Defense recognized that this principle 
was consistent with the will of Congress as expressed in section 216(a) of the 
Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952. 

H.R. 8186 as approved by the House Armed Services Committee and passed 
by the House carries out the principles which prompted its introduction. Ex- 
perience gained by the various armed services in the administration of ROPA 
has produced needs for correction and change in the original legislation in order 
that ROPA may more perfectly carry out the purposes for which it was 
intended. 

The Naval Reserve Association urges favorable consideration by this com- 
mittee and by the U.S. Senate of H.R. 8186 as presently written and respectfully 
requests the passage of the bill at the earliest possible moment. 

As has been indicated, the Naval Reserve Association is primarily concerned 
with those sections of the bill which have to do with improving the position of 
the Naval Reserve. Items 29 through 38 of H.R. 8186 are specifically directed 
to the Naval Reserve and the Marine Corps Reserve. NRA is in complete 
accord with the proposed amendments set forth in those items and beiieves that 
the passage of H.R. 8186 with those items intact is desirable and will immeas- 
urably improve the administration of the Naval Reserve and Marine Corps 
Reserve promotion systems. 

It is not my intention to comment on each of the proposed amendments in 
H.R. 8186 as they refer to the Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve since 
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the majority of them are noncontroversial and have received the complete Sup- 
port of the House, its Armed Services Committee, the Department of Defense, 
and the Department of the Navy. 

There are, however, two items which warrants discussion. The first item is 
item 34 in H.R. 8186 which seeks to amend title 10, United States Code, section 
5899 with respect to the accelerated promotion of Naval Reserve officers. 

For years the Naval Reserve Association has endeavored to secure the 
sage of legislation which would bring all promotion opportunities for Naval Re 
serve officers on a parity with that of the Regular naval officres. By and large 
there is equality of promotion opportunity between Regular and Reserve nayaj 
officers written into the law today. However, there is one facet of this subject 
which permits a wide disparity of promotion opportunities between Naval Re 
sreve officers and Regular naval officers. That disparity exists in the matter of 
accelerated promotions, i.e., promotions from below the zone of consideration, 

Under the provisions of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, now title 10, United 
States Code, chapter 543 officers of the Regular Navy may under certain condi- 
tions receive accelerated promotion through the Selection Board process. This 
same opportunity was afforded to Naval Reserve officers prior to the enactment 
of ROPA. 

With the enactment of that statute the provision for permitting accelerated 
promotion of Naval Reserve officers in a manner comparable to that provided 
for Regular Naval officers was eliminated. So far as can be determined from 
an examination of the legislative record of ROPA there is no apparent reason 
why authorization for accelerated promotion of Naval Reserve officers was not 
continued in law. 

The failure to provide for accelerated promotion of Naval Reserve officers in 
the same manner and ta the same extent as given to officers of the Regular 
service is in direct contravention to the specific terms of title 10, United States 
Code, chapter 15, section 596, which requires as a matter of law that the Secre- 
tary of each service establish an adequate and equitable system of promoting 
officers of the Reserve components under his jurisdiction who are in active status, 
That section further requires that so far as practicable each promotion system 
shall -be similar to that of the members of the Regular components of the Armed 
Forces concerned . 

On July 1, 1958, the Secretary of the Navy addressed a communication to the 
President of the Line Section Board considering promotions of captains to tem- 
porary rank of rear admiral. This communication is set out in full in ALNAV 
22 of July 11, 1958. Addressing himself to this Board, which was to select offi- 
cers of July 11, 1958. Addressing himself to this Board, which was to select 
officers of the Regular Establishment, the Secretary of the Navy wrote, in part, 
as follows: 

“Nothing is more important than the selection of flag officers who are leaders 
of men possessing energy, character and the highest intellectual capacity.” 

In the same communication the Secretary in referring to right of selecting 
officers from below the zone of consideration, said : 

“The intent of Congress and the clear requirement of the Navy is that selec- 
tion boards should afford early opportunity to outstanding officers, without in 
anyway reflecting on their contemporaries. By the selection of preminent offi- 
cers for early promotion, all officers are assured that the Navy recognizes per- 
formance. The Navy is further insured the earliest availability of outstanding 
individuals for demanding and responsible duties. Recent boards have recog- 
nized this requirement by selection of a considerable number from below the 
normal field. This trend should continue and further expand.” 

It is recognized that the Secretary in addressing the Selection Board referred 
to above was limiting his comment to possible flag selectees. It is submitted 
that his comment is no less pertinent to selectees of lower grade. It is further 
submitted that the criteria established by the Secretary is no less applicable to 
Reserve officers who have demonstrated their capacity for assuming responsibil- 
ity greater than that normally expected of officers in comparable grades. 

The question of need for accelerated promotions for Reserve officers was high- 
lighted by a communication from the President of the fiscal 1959 Inactive Selec- 
tion Board—captain to rear admiral line. On August 22, 1958, addressing the 
Secretary of the Navy the President of that Board, with the concurrence of its 
five members, recommended that “necessary steps be taken to provide future 
Naval Reserve admirals’ selection boards with the opportunity of considering 
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Reserve officers on inactive duty and TARS whose running mates in the Regular 
Navy are within the prescribed zone of eligibility.” 

"This particular Selection Board pointed out to the Secretary that the lack of 
provisions for accelerated promotion for Naval Reserve officers is detrimental 
to the Navy’s interests and that action to permit such promotions from below 
the zone would definitely be in the best interest of the Naval Reserve and that 
it would be a matter of importance to the Naval Reserve of the future. It may 
reasonably be assumed that although the selection board in question referred 
only to accelerated promotion to Reserve-flag rank that had the question been 
presented to it it would have advocated accelerated promotion for all grades 
subject to the selection process. 

In 1956 your speaker was a member of the Reserve Officer Promotion Evalu- 
ation Board established by a precept of the Secretary of the: Navy dated Febru- 
ary 14, 1956. Vice Adm. Felix Johnson, USN (retired). was Chairman of that 
Board. The Board was directed to study and analyze all phases of Naval Re- 
serve officer promotion and if changes in the then promotion system were found 
to be advisable the Board was directed to make recommendations to the Secre- 
tary of the Navy as to the broad lines which should be followed in carrying out 
its recommendations. The precept also directed that specific recommendations 
were desired as to the administrative and legislative changes necessary to ac- 
company the overall recommendations. 

On September 20, 1956 the report of the Reserve Officer Promotion Evaluation 
Board was made to the Secretary of the Navy. One of the recommendations 
(recommendation No. 16) made after very thorough study and after consulta- 
tion with Reserve officers thoughout the country had to do with the matter of 
accelerated promotion. The recommendation read as follows: 

“That the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 be amended to permit selec- 
tion boards to recommend for accelerated promotion a number not to exceed 5 
percent of the officers (including TARS) authorized to be so selected from within 
the zone: Provided, That any officer so recommended must have served by July 
1 of the fiscal year in which the appropriate board convenes the following mini- 
mum time in grade in an active status: Captain, 3 years; commander, 5 years; 
lieutenant commander and lieutenant, 4 years; lieutenant (junior grade), 2 
years: Provided further, That the eligible officer has been recommended as pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of the Navy.” 

The foregoing recommendation was made in order to bring Reserve officer pro- 
motion on a parity with promotion of Regular officers as provided for in the 
Officer Personnel Act of 1947 (now title 10, U.S.C., sec. 5707(c) and sec. 5751). 
The Board believed that legislation to cure the inequity existing between Regular 
and Reserve naval officers would permit the Navy to select outstanding Naval 
Reserve officers who had demonstrated qualities of leadership, intellectual acu- 
men, and specialized knowledge and who, if given accelerated promotions, 
would be of invaluable service to the Naval Establishment. The recommenda- 
tion made by the Board was accepted by the Secretary of the Navy in principle. 
However, the Secretary took the position that “only in isolated cases could 
a Reserve officer demonstrate such outstanding performance as to merit accel- 
erated promotion” and he did not consider that exceptional cases warranted 
seeking the legislative change recommended. 

It is the position of the Naval Reserve Association that the services which 
highly qualified and outstanding Naval Reserve officers may contribute to the 
Navy and to the national defense are on an equal footing intellectually, expe- 
riencewise and professionally with those of their Regular contemporaries who 
have been or may be selected through accelerated promotion. Moreover, it 
is the belief of this association that the usefulness to the Navy and to the Nation 
of Naval Reserve officers is of a far greater potential where the ages of both 
Regular and Reserve officers are of reasonable comparability. Under the 
present promotion policies and systems such is not possible. 

The justification of the position of the Naval Reserve Association in advocat- 
ing accelerated promotion for Naval Reserve officers was emphasized by the 
recent report of the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Forces. In that report dated April 25, 1960, it was con- 
cluded that: 

“7. Captains promoted to rear admiral in the Naval Reserve are much more 
advanced in age than their counterparts in the Regular Navy. Hence, the 
fundamental criteria of future potential to the Navy and the Nation, held so 
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essential by the military departments to justify promotions in the senior grades 


is more limited due to the closer proximity of retirement.” 1 
This subeommittee emphasized that the age of a nominee considered for pro- law 
motion is important and that after-examination of the agedisparity between are 
Naval Reserve captains promoted to rear admiral to the Regular officer pro. of 
moted to that grade it found that those selected in the Regular Navy have many inv 
years of usefulness to the Navy compared with the majority of Reserve reay rec 
admirals promoted near retirement. | by 
It is not the intention of the Naval Reserve Association to advocate solely the ( 
accelerated promotion of Naval Reserve captains to flag rank. It is the aggo. ing 
ciation’s conviction that the opportunity should be provided by law for the me 


accelerated promotion of Naval Reserve officers who have proven themselyes 

to be “head and shoulders” above their contemporaries. The amendment to title | 

10, United States Code, section 5899 will make such accelerated promotion pos- _ | my 
sible in the grades of commander and captain. In 

The Department of the Navy for unclear reasons has opposed this amendment 
before the House Armed Services Committee and undoubtedly will do'so before 
this committee. Notwithstanding such opposition the House committee. ap- 
proved the amendment as it presently appears in H.R. 8186. It is hoped that 
this committee and the Senate will follow the action of the House in this regard, 

Within the past 10 days the distinguished chairman of your committee, Sen- 
ator Russell, in stating that the cold war has been intensified and a hot war is ti 
possible, added: “This country should make every effort to get its Defense l 
Establishment in order and on the alert in order to repel and annihilate the 
aggressor.” | 

To make available to the Navy and to the Nation top-flight Reserve officers is I 
one way by which the Defense Establishment may be better prepared to “repel t 
and annihilate any aggressor.” Past history clearly demonstrates that the , 
Reserve officers were the bulwark of our Nation’s defense. It will be no differ- ’ 
ent in the future. The success of the accelerated promotion opportunity in the : 
Regular Naval Establishment has been proven time and time again. It is re- 1 
spectfully submitted that the success of such an accelerated promotion program ’ 
will be no less when applied to the Naval Reserve. 

Item 37 of H.R. 8186 proposes to amend title 10, United States Code, section 
6389(c) so as to permit the Secretary of the Navy to defer the retirement or 
discharge of such number of officers serving in the grade of lieutenant com- ‘ 
mander as are necessary to maintain the authorized officer strength of the Ready 
Reserve for a period not in excess of 5 years. Under the law as it is presently 
written an officer in the Naval Reserve in the permanent grade of lieutenant 
commander who is considered as having twice failed of selection for promotion 
to the next higher grade shall be either transferred to the Retired Reserve or 
discharged if he has completed a period of total commissioned service of 20 years. 

The amendment would further permit the Secretary to defer the retirement 
or discharge of an officer serving in the permanent grade of lieutenant com- 
mander or above in the Naval Reserve or in the permanent grade of major or 
above in the Marine Corps Reserve for a period of time which does not exceed 
the amount of service in an active status which was credited to the officer at 
the time of his original appointment or thereafter under any provision of law, 
if the officer can complete at least 20 years of satisfactory Federal service 
during the period of such deferment. 

The proposed amendment to section 6389(c) is necessary in order (a) to pre- 
vent the decimation of the Ready Reserve by the elimination of twice passed 
over lieutenant commanders whose services and usefulness to the Navy and to 
the Naval Reserve are not only required but are also available except for the 
present forced attrition provision of law; and (0b) an inequity presently existing 
which requires that periods of constructive credit be included in the computa- 
tion of total commissioned services for the purpose of involuntary attrition 
could be eliminated. 

As the law is presently written lieutenant commanders and above in the 
Naval Reserve and majors and above in the Marine Corps Reserve who have 
constructive credit find themselves involuntarily retired because of passovers 
at the end of a snecified number of years of total commissioned service which 
frequently precluves their attaining 20 years of satisfactory Federal service 
for retirement purposes under Public Law 810. The discretionary power given 
to the Secretary by the proposed amendment would permit the deferment of the 
involuntary retirement of such officers for a period sufficient to give them an 
opportunity to acquire 20 years of satisfactory Federal service. 
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The enactment of this amendment is particularly appropriate because as the 
law presently stands dedicated Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve officers 
are prevented from achieving the benefits under Public Law 810 solely because 
of the confusing method by which total commissioned service is computed for 
involuntary attrition purposes. The Naval Reserve Association respectfully 
requests favorable consideration of this amendment and its enactment into law 
py the Senate. 

“Once again may I thank this committee for its courtesy and patience in hear- 
ing me, and, through me, the position of the Naval Reserve Association on this 
most important piece of legislation. 

The CuatrMaNn. I have the name of Dr. William Perl that a 
member of the committee insisted that the committee hear as an 
individual. 

Have you presented your statement to the committee, Dr. Perl. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM R. PERL, COLLEGE PARK, MD. 


Dr. Pert. Mr. Chairman, Senator Smith, I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to testify before this committee. I am a major in the active 
U.S. Army Reserve. By occupation I am a psychologist. My spe- 
cialization is research. I have published, among others, papers deal- 
ing with the psychology of military personnel ‘policy, and for one of 
those I received a commendation spontaneously initiated by the then 
Adjutant General of the Army, Major General Bergin. 

It is not an organization for which I am testifying. I am the man 
in the street, or, for our case, a Reserve officer in the weekly meeting, 
who was commissioned late and was told that if he altogether, and I 
stress the word “altogether,” accumulates 20 years of creditable serv- 
ice, he would be entitled to retirement with retirement pay after 
age 60. 

After having fought in four major battles in World War II, in- 
cluding Normandy, and after having, with the exception of 1 year in 
1950, accumulated every year by far more than the required 50 points, 
Iam now about to be kicked out, because I have reached the decrepit 
age of 53 years, and with 1014 years of service which, however, are 
considered 28 due to the so-called constructive credit which I get or 
which counts, however, against me. 

I wish to testify only with reference to section 6 of H.R. 8186. As 
I interpret that section, the 20 years of service to be computed under 
section 1332 of title 10, United States Code, provided for in section 
6(2) did not require 20 consecutive years, but merely a total of 20 
cumulative years of service for the individual to be deferred from 
separation from active services, in order to complete the necessary 20 
years of service for retirement purposes. However, I have been in- 
formed that the provision, as written, might be subject to an interpre- 
tation that the 20 years of service must be consecutive. 

Should the latter interpretation be true, one like me could not 
qualify with 20 years of cumulative service because besides these 20 
years of creditable cumulative service, and in addition to them, he 
also had 10 or 15 years ago 1 year in the service during which he did 
not earn sufficient points to make it creditable. 

The purpose of my appearance is to urge the committee to clarify 
this section, if need be, so as to make it clearer that the 20 years of serv- 
ice required for qualification need not be consecutive. 
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It is my understanding that also other laws, relating to retirement, 
which contain provisions requiring certain amounts of service for that 
purpose and for entitlement to receive retirement pay, do not require 
consecutive years, but merely total years of service. 

The law, H.R. 8186, should conform to that standard. An example 
is the amount of service required for retirement of Reserve officers 
contained in title III, Public Law 810, 80th Congress. 

The reasons which should require the above-suggested standards 
are as follows: 

1. Altogether the old section 3853 (2), title 10, of United States Code 
using a devious formulation, actually establishes much too low age 
limits. These age limits are based on the idea that one has to haye 
strong muscles to be—today—of value to the Military Establish- 
ment. Such concept, predating the invention of gunpowder, might 
still have had some value at the time of Frederick the Great, who 
more than 200 years ago did not accept soldiers who were less than 
6 feet 2 inches tall. The entire idea should be eliminated for that 
reason alone. 

The armed services certainly are in need of medical personnel, 
chaplains, and other professionals. 

Ladies and gentlemen, it is mainly those, although the ROA—he 
did not read it, but it is in his prepared statement—pointed out 
mainly medical personnel and chaplains who were commissioned at 
mature ages and are therefore “caught” by age limits. Particularly 
professional people, while studying hard after return from World 
War II for completion of the doctorate were apt to not earn the 50 
points in one or the other of these early postwar years for which, how- 
ever, they then made up later. This medical and chaplain’s personnel 
would be especially needed for speedy Reserve mobilization. 

3. It is a breach of trust to first commission somebody at a mature 
age and have the law state that if he altogether accumulates 20 cred- 
itable years in the Reserve, he will be entitled to retirement pay at age 
60, and then, after he has worked toward this for many years, to 
change the law and to shut the door in his face. 

I am not in a pay unit, still I get more than 50 points every year and 
many an evening spent at the Army using my professional knowledge 
when my children wanted me home and T did not stay with them. ‘I 
worked for this and I told them, “It’s for you, too. It’s because it is 
for your country, and it is for me a new country, it is for your country 
and for my country, and it is for you too because this retirement pay 
after age 60 will help me to get you through college.” Now the door 
has been shut in my face is this is not consecutive. 

Fourth, such procedure is not only based on an antiquated concept 
of defense, and not only unfair to the individual concerned; it is, in 
addition, one of those measures which undermine the interest of qual- 
ified people in a military career, as it is one of those measures which 
change unilaterally originally agreed conditions. Mine is just one 
case which might illustrate the situation. I did not go into private 
practice and in 1 this decision the element figured strongly that if I ful- 
fill my Reserve obligation and gather altogether 20 years prior to age 
60, I will then draw a retirement pay. 

I am advised by the Department of the Defense that it is now con- 
templating to change section 6 of H.R. 8186 by granting the Secretary 
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of the Army the right to either invoke or not invoke the antiquated 
section 3852(2) of title 10, United States Code, for the retirement of 
an officer. 0, 

If this old and antiquated section 3852(2) of title 10, United States 
Code, is not good—and in my opinion it certainly is not—then the See- 
retary of the Army should not be given the right to invoke it. In- 
stead, as also the Reserve Officers Association requested, this old section 
3852(2) of title 10 should be simply repealed, which would also make 
the wording of H.R. 8186 simpler and clearer. It would then simply 
read H.R. 8186, section 6: “Section 3852(2) of title 10, United States 
Code, is repealed.” 

I wish again to thank the committee for the opportunity of testi- 
fying. 

“The CHarrMAN. We are glad to have heard you, Dr. Perl. I regret 
that Senator Beall was not here today to hear this testimony, but I 
am sure that you have explained it to him. 

Dr. Peru. I have copies of the statement. 

The Cuarrman. The reporter would like very much to have a copy. 

It is requested that the statements of Congressman Car] Albert of 
Oklahoma and Congressman Robert L. F. Sikes of Florida be included 
in the record at this point. 

It is also requested that the following communications be made a 
part of the record at this point: 

Letter from Senator Clinton P. Anderson, enclosing a communica- 
tion from Mr. H. H. Barricklow of Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

Letter from Senator Gordon Allott, enclosing a statement from 
Maj. Gen. R. D. Charlton, The Adjutant General of the Colorado 
National Guard. 

Letter from Senator Wallace F, Bennett, enclosing telegram from 
It. Col. John P. Loffredo, president of the Utah Department of the 
Reserve Officers Association. 

Communication from Senator Henry M. Jackson, enclosing letter 
from Lt. Col. Joseph E. Blum, of Seattle, Wash. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 25, 19690. 

Hon. RicHARD B. RUSSELL, 

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I desire to submit the enclosed statement in support 
of H.R. 8186 to be included in the record of hearings on amendments to the 
Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954. 

Sincerely, 
CARL ALBERT, 
Member of Congress, Third District, Oklahoma. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CARL ALBERT, OF OKLAHOMA, ON 
H.R. 8186 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a privilege to offer my 
statement on H.R. 8186, a bill designed to perfect the Reserve Officers Personnel 
Act of 1954, and more nearly accomplish the objectives intended by its crea- 
tion. In legislating in a field reserved to regulation by the service secretaries 
prior to 1954, it was impossible to anticipate all the problems which might 
arise. After a trial run of 6 years, much experience has been gained which 
has led to the proposed amendments designed to clarify and strengthen the 
original act. 

These amendments are widely supported by the many officers whose lives 
will be affected by them and their service organizations. In many cases, this 
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legislation will determine whether or not these officers will have an oppor- 
tunity to remain in the Active Reserve. 

I should like to mention briefly those provisions of the bill which I belieye 
are particularly important to smoother operation of the Reserve Officers Per. 
sonnel Act. 

1. Mandatory consideration for unit officers with the privilege. of declining 
promotions. This amendment is designed to overcome a problem the Army 
has encountered in the lack of attrition and promotion opportunities in units 
of the Army Reserve and the National Guard. 

2. Provide colonels in the Army Nurse Corps and the Army Specialist Corps, 
This conforms with the provision for Regular officers. 

3. The removal of age limitations of 50 and 55 for women officers. This 
conforms with the law dealing with Regular women officers. 

4. Permits Navy selection boards to consider commanders and captains be- 
low zone of consideration. This conforms with the same provision for Regular 
officers. 

5. That unit and nonunit officers be treated the same with reference to being 
transferred to the Retired Reserve for length of service. 

6. Provides that constructive service be waived for total service in the Army 
section. ? 

7. That compensatory time for constructive service be given to Naval Re 
serve officers. 

I believe the above amendments will lead to a more virile Reserve in our 
officer corps and will permit the services to be fully prepared to meet any 
mobilization requirements. : 

In addition to providing an adequate Reserve force of seasoned officers, it 


provides incentives for young officers to enter National Guard and Reserve 
units. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


STATEMENT OF nerennasentr yom L. F. SIKES, OF FLORIDA, ON 
-R. 8186 


Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Reserve Officers Association of the United 
States and as chairman of the legislative advisory committee of that organiza- 
tion, I have the honor to recommend strongly to you that H.R. 8186 be ap- 
proved and that its provisions be enacted into law. H.R. 8186 contains amend- 
ments to ROPA which it is felt will further strengthen the Reserves by provid- 
ing additional incentives for Reserve officers to devote the years of time and 
effort which are required for effective Reserve components. We seek to further 
vitalize the Reserves by developing a corps of officers in age groups that will be 
most effective in case of war. The amendments to ROPA contained in H.R. 
8186 accomplish these features and, in addition, contain certain technical amend- 
ments that are needed. H.R. 8186 contains the recommendations which the 
Reserve Officers Association made before the House Armed Services Committee, 
While changes were made in the language of the bill by the House committee, 
it is felt that the objectives of the ROA are carried out in the present language. 

As a part of the pattern for promotion by law instead of regulation, which we 
consider very important, the bill provides a system of promotion which is fair 
for unit officers whose promotions have, in some instances, hitherto been blocked; 
inequities in rank in the Army Nurse Corps and the Army Specialist Corps are 
eliminated; age limitations for women officers are made to confrm with those 
of the Regular services; promotions for commanders and captains in the Navy 
are made to conform to the promotions of regular Navy officers, transfer of 
unit officers in the Army and the Air Force in the Reserves to the Retired Re 
serve, for length of service, will be made to comply with the requirements for 
officers in the Regular services. There are other features which are considered 
fair and proper for Reserve officers, which already are assured for officers in 
the Regular services but which are now denied to the reservists. These include 
features dealing with constructive services for retirement and compensatory 
time for constructive service, which in H.R. 8186 apply also to Reserve officers. 


Because of these needed provisions, I earnestly hope this bill meets your 
approval. 
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In detail, H.R. 8186 provides that— 

1. Unit officers will be mandatorily considered for promotion at certain phases 
of their careers the same as nonunit officers. The unit officer, may with the 
approval of the Secretary of the Army, decline his promotion, also at the end 
of 3 years he must be promoted. If there is no vacancy in the unit, he will 
be transferred out of the unit and become a nonunit officer. 

2. The Army Nurse Corps and the Army Specialist Corps may have officers in 
the grade of colonel. This confrms with a similar provision dealing with Regu- 
lar officers in the service. 

3. The age limitations of 50 and 55 for women officers are removed. This 
also conforms with the law dealing with women officers of the Regular Army 
and Regular Air Force. 

4. In the Navy section selection boards may consider commanders and cap- 
tains below the zone of consideration, providing the number of officers so rec- 
ommended does not exceed 5 percent of the total number of officers that the 
poard is authorized to recommend. This conforms with a provision in OPA 
dealing with the promotion of Regular Navy officers. 

5. Unit officers in the Army and Air Force will not be transferred to the 
Retired Reserve for length of service until January 1, 1962. Nonunit officers 
will be transferred on July 1, 1960. 

The national council meeting of the ROA adopted a resolution that nonunit 
officers be treated the same as unit officers. 

The Defense Department strongly urges that all officers who meet the length 
of service requirements be transferred to the Retired Reserve on July 1, 1960. 

In testimony by the ROA before the House Armed Services Committee, it was 
also stated that July 1, 1960, should be the date for such transfer. 

It would appear that all officers should be treated in the same manner. 

6. There is a definition in the Army section of ROPA which reads as follows: 

“The period of time by which the age of an officer exceeds 25 years.” 

It is strongly recommended that this definition be removed from ROPA. By 
so doing this would be in conformity with the Navy and Air Force sections. It 
is true this definition is in OPA. However, in the Integration Act of 1946 and 
1947, Regular officers could count this constructive service for retirement. 

Officers who held a Reserve commission on July 1, 1954, and who are denied 
the opportunity of qualifying for Reserve retirement, would have the provision 
dealing with constructive service waived, providing they can qualify for re- 
tirement prior to age 60. 

7. Compensatory time for constructive service be given to Naval Reserve offi- 
cers commissioned during World War II in order to provide them with an 
opportunity to earn 20 satisfactory years. It also provides for the retention of 
lieutenant commanders who have failed of selection past the 20 years of com- 
missioned service if necessary to maintain the strength of the Ready Reserve. 


(Letter from Congressman Clinton P. Anderson, of New Mexico, 


enclosing letter from H. H. Barricklow of Albuquerque, N. Mex.:) 
May 12, 1960. 

Hon. RicHArp B. RUSSELL, 

Chairman, Armed Services Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Dick: I am enclosing a copy of a letter I have received from Mr. H. H. 
Barricklow of Albuquerque, who opposes the elimination of the “pusher clause” 
of the Reserve Officers Promotion Act. 

It is my understanding that your committee has scheduled hearings on this 
subject for May 17 and 18. I will appreciate it very much if you will bring 
this letter to the attention of the committee and insert it as part of the public 
record. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON. 








94 RESERVE OFFICER PERSONNEL ACT AMENDMENTS 


ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEXx., May 2, 1969, 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Thousands of U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force Re- 
serve officers on active duty will shortly begin retiring from their respective 
services. A large number of these officers will be retiring in New Mexico. 

Many, many officers are counting upon the Reserve Officers Promotion Act 
(ROPA) for upgrading which will occur during tthe next 12 to 18 months 
After waiting through 18 to 20 years of active duty for this promotion, man 
will be denied this due to the attempt to eliminate the “pusher clause” of ROPA. 

To eliminate the “pusher clause” at this time would be a breach of faith with 
these men. Please give your serious consideration to retaining the “pusher 


clause” for the time being to keep this faith with the men who fought World 
War II and Korea. 


Sincerely, 
H. H. Barricktow. 





(Letter from Senator Gordon Allott, of Colorado, enclosing 


statement from Maj. Gen. R. D. Charlton, the Adjutant Genera] 
of the Colorado National Guard:) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


May 16, 1960, 
Hon. RicuHarp B. RUSSELL, 


Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR RUSSELL: Enclosed please find a summary of the position taken 
by the Colorado Army National Guard with respect to H.R. 8186. We would be 
grateful if you would enter this statement as part of the record during your 
hearings on this bill. 

Sincerely, 


Gorpon ALtort, U.S. Senator. 


MEMORANDUM FOR SENATORS ALLOTT AND CARROLL, RE EFFECT OF MANDATORY 
PROMOTION PROVISIONS OF RESERVE OFFICERS PERSONNEL ACT AS PROPOSED BY 
H.R. 8186 on THE CoLoRADO ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 


1. As a preliminary matter, I am describing the composition of the Colorado 
Army National Guard, as I believe an understanding of our organization will 
be helpful. 

2. We have presently assigned to the State, a State headquarters and head- 
quarters detachment, and an artillery group headquarters and headquarters 
battery. There are attached to the artillery group four artillery howitzer 
battalions. Bach of these consist of a battalion headquarters and headquarters 
battery, three firing batteries, and a service battery. 

3. In addition we have a combat area signal battalion (headquarters and 
headquarters company and four line companies), a separate signal construction 
company, a surgical hospital (mobile) (Army), a medical battalion headquar- 
ters with three medical companies attached (two ambulance companies and 
one clearing company), an ordnance company, and a band. 

4+. For your convenience, I have had prepared a map showing the locations 
of these units as they are presently situated in Colorado. This is attached 
(committee files). 

5. You will observe by this organization, we have artillery officers, signal 
officers, ordnance officers, medical officers, both M.D.’s and Medical Service 
Corps, and a warrant officer musician. We have in State headquarters officers 
in the Adjutant General’s Corps, Selective Service, General Staff Corps, and 
various other branches, including finance. 

6. Artillery officers, to be promoted, must have the qualifications prescribed by 
the Bureau for promotion in their branch; similarly Signal, Ordnance, ete. 
A signal officer, for example, could not be promoted in artillery unless he could 


qualify, and vice versa. Medical officers naturally are confined to the medical 
‘branch. 
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7. Exclusive of the Adjutant General and medical officers, we have the follow- 
ing officers authorized in the aggregate: 1 brigadier general, 4 colonels, 11 lieu- 
tenant colonels, 21 majors, 64 captains, and 118 lieutenants. You will see that 
the opportunities for promotion in Colorado are somewhat limited. All battal- 
ions are commanded by a lieutenant colonel, except the medical battalion which 
is commanded by a colonel. As far as the medical units are concerned, there 
are different rules for promotion, in that a medical officer who is an M.D. can 
be promoted to one grade higher than the “Table of Organization and Equipment” 
position, SO this memorandum will not deal with medical officers in any respect. 
This is not done in the combat branches. 

8 In the artillery and signal battalions, there is one lieutenant colonel 
(commanding officer) and there are only two majors per battalion who are in the 
battalion headquarters as well as lower-grade officers. Each battery and com- 
pany is authorized a captain as commanding officer and varying number of 
lieutenants as subordinates. 

9. You will see from the map from the situation of the battalions, that using 
the 4th Howitzer Battalion as an example, having its battalion headquarters in 
Grand Junction, that if a vacancy occurred in one of the majors and the bat- 
tery commander at Lamar (2d Howitzer Battalion) were the senior artillery 
captain in the Colorado Army National Guard, he could not be promoted, be- 
cause Lamar is so far from Grand Junction. The National Guard Bureau pre- 
scribes in National Guard Regulation 20-2, dated January 1, 1960, in establishing 
prerequisites for Federal recognition the following: “The residence of the 
applicant must be accessible to the unit to which he is assigned.” Promotion 
in the Army National Guard depends upon the following: First, there must be 
a “Table of Organization and Equipment” vacancy to be filled; second, seniority ; 
third, qualification in branch of service: and fourth, being in the locality where 
the vacaney exists. The mandatory promotion provisions of ROPA entirely 
disregard the existence of vacancies, and would operate to remove from the 
Active National Guard lists, officers for whom there were no vacancies, as well 
as the ones who could not fill vacancies that might arise in a locality away 
from their residence. 

10. It is true that they have been somewhat lenient from time to time in 
applying the rule of accessibility in several instances, particularly on the group 
staff, where an officer resides away from Denver. However, as a practical 
matter, the accessibility rule is sound and works best in practice. The point 
I am making is that the way Colorado is situated that is thoroughly imprac- 
ticable to enforce the mandatory promotion provisions of ROPA. 

11. I am attaching copy of report which we made for the National Guard 
Bureau, showing the effect that ROPA would have over a period of time on our 
organization. Of course, this figure is a gross figure, as if some of the majors 
were promoted out, we could promote captains, and likewise some lieutenants. 

12. I am enclosing several copies of the strength analysis of officers in the 
Colorado Army National Guard for your information. 

13. I ean go on with example after example, but I believe the study of the 
map will be of more assistance than any other illustrations that I could make. 

14. I ean understand in large centers of population where there are many 
units and of like branch that there is a facility for transferring officers from 
one unit to another to take advantage of promotion vacancies. 

15. As far as the Active Army is concerned, when a man reaches a time when 
he should be promoted and is qualified, he can be sent to wherever a position is 
available for his new rank. 

16. It is obvious that in the Colorado Army National Guard, where people 
follow other pursuits that we can’t very well transfer a man from Lamar over 
to Grand Junction if a promotion vacancy occurred in Grand Junction. 

17. As far as the Colorado Army National Guard is concerned, we do not 
need the mandatory promotion provisions of ROPA. Our officers understand 
the situation and are willing to continue to serve to the best of their ability, 
even though promotion is slow. 

18. There are overage in grade regulations and also provisions of ROPA with 
length of service provisions (now in effect) which will have a tendency to elimi- 
nate officers after they have served the required period as prescribed. I 
am enclosing a copy of the analysis of these provisions. 

R. D. CHARLTON, 
Major General, Colorado Army National Guard, 
The Adjutant General. 
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GOLORADO ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
STRENGTH ANALYSIS BY GRADE AND UNIT 
19 February 1960 
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Number of officers who will complete time in grade and total years of service 
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Fact SHEET 


Pursuant to current provisions of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 
effective July 1, 1960, unless otherwise provided : 

a. Each Reserve commissioned officer of the Army in the grade of colonel who 
is not sooner removed from an active status will be discharged, or if he makes 
application therefor and is qualified, transferred to the Retired Reserve on the 
fifth anniversary of the date of his appointment in that grade, or the date which 
is 30 days after the date on which he complete 30 “‘total years of service,” which- 
ever is later. 

b. Each Reserve commissioned officer of the Army in the grade of lieutenant 
colonel or below who is not sooner removed from an active status will be dis- 
charged, or if he makes application therefor and is qualified, transferred to the 
Retired Reserve on the date which is 30 days after the date he completes 28 
“total years of service.” 

“Total years of service’’ means the greater of either— 

a. The total periods for which the officer— 

(1) Has held an appointment as a commissioned officer in any compo- 
nent of the Armed Forces of the United States or the Army of the United 
States without component ; 

(2) Prior to June 15, 1933, has held an appointment as a commissioned 
officer in the federally recognized National Guard or has held a federally 
recognized commissioned status in the National Guard ; 

(3) Has been credited with constructive credit upon initial appoint- 
ment under paragraph 5a or 5b, AR 185-155 ; or 

b. The period of time by which the age of the officer exceeds 25 years. 

(This means that a Reserve officer who has held commissioned status con- 
tinuously from a date prior to his 25th birthday must count service under “a” 
above. Those who were commissioned subsequent to their 25th birthday must 
count their service under “‘b” above.) 

The maximum age limitation for colonels and below is 60 years. 


Number considered for promotion to the next higher grade upon completion of the 
“time-in-grade” and “total years of service” listed for each grade 


Grade Time in Total years 


grade (years) of service 
» Lecanto vhs La at : por oe 
Ist lieutenant -_...._....--- J meek -| 4 | 6 
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Provisions will exist whereby an ARNG officer may decline such promotion 
with concurrence of the State adjutant general, and remain in his present 
assignment for a maximum period of 3 years. However, if the officer accepts 
the promotion and a vacancy does not exist to which he could be assigned, he 
would be required to resign from the ARNGUS and revert to the USAR. 

Exceptions to the “total years of service” factor : 

a. Officers with 18 but less than 19 years of satisfactory service for retire- 
ment will not be discharged or transferred from an active status without their 
consent prior to the date on which they are credited with 20 such years of 
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service, or the third anniversary of the date which otherwise would be pre- 
scribed for his transfer from an active status, whichever is earlier. Officers 
with over 19 but léss than 20°years of satisfactory service for retirement.may 
remain until they accrue 20 years of satisfactory service or until the second 
anniversary of the date they otherwise would have been removed from an active 
status, whichever is earlier. The foregoing exception will not apply if the 
officer is earlier separated by reason of physical disability, cause, or by reason 
of attaining maximum age. 

b. Officers in grade of colonel or below who are assigned to State headquarters 
and headquarters detachments may retain Federal recognition until age 60. 


NGR 20-2, dated January 1, 1960 
8. General. Prerequisites for Federal recognition are as follows: 


a. Residence. The residence of the applicant must be accessible to the unit 
to which he is assigned. 


NGR 20-4, dated April 19, 1956 

2. Causes. The appointment of a National Guard officer will be terminated 
for the following causes: 

db. Attainment of maximum ages. 

(1) Until July 1, 1960, the appointment will be terminated on the last day 
of the month in which an officer reaches the following ages: 


Chief, National Guard Bureau; adjutant general or commanding general 


of troops of a State, territory, Puerto Rico, or the District of Columbia__ tt 
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An officer in the grade of colonel or below who is assigned to a headquarters 
or headquarters detachment of a State, territory, Puerto Rico, or the District 
of Columbia, may retain Federal recognition until age 60. 

(2) As an exception to the above, an officer, who upon reaching the ages 
prescribed in (1) above, has not completed 20 years of satisfactory Federal 
service under title III, Army and Air Force Vitalization and Equalization Act 
of 1948 (62 Stat. 1087) but could complete 20 years of satisfactory... Federal 
service prior to reaching age 60 may be retained in an active status until he 
completes 20 years of satisfactory Federal service or fails to perform a year 
of satisfactory Federal service, whichever occurs earlier. 


(Letter from Senator Wallace F. Bennett, of Utah, enclosing 
telegram from the Utah Department, Reserve Officers Asso- 
ciation :) 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., May 16, 1960. 
Mr. Harry L. WINGATE, 
Chief Clerk, Armed Services Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. WINGATE: Enclosed is a telegram I have received from the Utah 
Department, Reserve Officers Association, in regard to House Resolution 8186. 

Would you please make this telegram part of the official hearings in regard 
to this legislation when it is taken up by the Armed Services Committee? 

Sincerely, ‘ 
WALLACE F. BENNETT. 


OGDEN, UTAH, May 14, 1960. 
Senator WALLACE BENNETT, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Utah Department, Reserve Officers Association at today’s convention strongly 
recommends approval of H.R. 8186 without changing 18-month extension for 
unit officers. Please advise Senate Armed Forces Committee of our feelings 
in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Lt. Col. Joun P. LOFFREDO, 
President, Utah Department, ROA, 
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(Communication from Senator Henry M. Jackson, of W. 


ton, enclosing letter from Lt. Col. Joseph E. Blum, of Seattle, ‘ 
Wash. :) a4 


T. Epwarp BRASWELL, Jr., 
Armed Services Committee, 
U.S. Senate. 


The attached letter from Lt. Col. Joseph E. Blum is for inclusion in the | 
record on H.R. 8186, for possible consideration at the meeting scheduled © 
May 25 on the bill. 


May 17, 1960. 


HENRY M. Jackson, U.S. Senator. 


ARLINGTON, VA., May 13, 1960, 
Hon. Henry M. JACKSON, 


U.S. Senate. 


DearR SENATOR JACKSON: As a Reserve officer constituent from Seattle, now on ~ 
extended active duty with the Army, I should like to present my personal and 
rather selfish views on a provision of the omnibus amendments to the Reserye 
Officer Personnel Act. 

In determining date of rank of a Reserve officer on active duty the Reserye © 
Officer Personnel Act in section 3571 provides as follows: 
“(A) the years of service after July 1, 1955 while in his current grade or iy 
any higher grade, that are credited to him under section 1332 of this title” ~ 
H.R. 8186, omnibus amendments to ROPA, continues the date of July 1, 1955, © 
in a somewhat similar section. ; 

ROPA as originally written, I am told, provided that all satisfactory servies 
in an Army Reserve officer’s current grade, active or inactive, should be com 
puted in determining such Reserve officer’s date of rank. After certain objec 
tions, a compromise was finally agreed upon whereby a full year of inactive duty 
would only be included in such rank computation if it occurred after the begin- 
ning of the next fiscal year following the passage of the act. 

This penalizes a relative handfull of Army Reserve officers currently on active 
duty who were in grade prior to 1955, in an inactive status, and differentiates 
between them and Navy and Marine reservists who, because of the “running 
mate” system, do receive credit for inactive duty in grade prior to 1955. 

Although the provisions of ROPA have been most beneficial in erasing many 
distinctions between the components of the Armed Forces, the section cited ~ 
tends to continue for about the next 10 years an inequity in computation of ~ 
promotion time which seriously affects only a few officers, of whom I am one, 

I know that you must be well acquainted with this legislation and the reasons 
which prompted inclusion of its various sections. Therefore, I am content to 
rely on your judgment as to the fairness of my views. 

Very truly yours, 
JOSEPH E. Biv, 
Lieutenant Colonel, Infantry. 


The Cuarrman. That concludes the witnesses who will testify be- 
fore the committee on H.R. 8186, and the committee will therefore 
stand in recess until they have had an opportunity to go over the bill. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05, the committee recessed, subject to call.) 
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